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EDITORIAL 

Welcome to the very first issue of Patriot. Patriot is the newest, biggest, 
slickest, most colourful nationalist magazine in Britain. 

Patriot aims to give nationalists the ideological ammunition to advance 
the nationalist argument to the public—on the doorstep, in the workplace 
and on the High Street. Patriot also aims to provide the ideological 
sustenance to the tireless (We hope!) party activists up and down the 
country who are serious in their desire to go forward with serious 
politics and who are tired of the sterile irrelevancies of yesteryear. 

In Austria and France, in Italy and Belgium, Nationalists have created 
powerful movements. In all these countries, nationalists have adopted 
similar tactics—suits, smiles and good presentation. 

It is something that British Nationalists have been painfully slow to 
grasp. That has now changed. Most Regional and Branch Organisers, 
and most activists realise the necessityfor adopting modern nationalism. 

It is time for sensible modern nationalism to be promoted in place of 
the shrill stridency and bravado which has previously so often passed 
for ‘politics’ amongst nationalists. 

Oswald Mosley articulated the first concious expression of British 
Nationalism more than sixty years ago. What after all those years have 
we got to show for it? The answer is not much. In Europe, Britain is the 
laughing stock of racial nationalism. 

We can’t go on making the same mistakes. 

The historic BNP victory at Millwall showed what could be done. The 
party officers who engineered that victory are in no doubt as to why we 
won and how we can win again. 

Some folk, far removed from the crucible of Millwall, have advanced 
the idea that the problems of this country will become so bad that, in the 
end, the people will turn to us whatever we look like. This is a fantasy 
born of desperation and failure. These are the same folk who are not 
involved in branch work and have almost no contact with the public. 
That isolation leads to theories about how the world works which bears 
no relation to reality. In any case, why should we wait until then, 
particularly after we’ve proved that we can win? 

Members and supporters of the BNP make sacrifices week in and 
week out. Some have shed their very blood for our cause. Those 
sacrifices demand adopting an intelligent approach based upon a 
winning formula. Failure to do so cannot be excused. Those who hark 
back to the past need to consign their outmoded and failed nostrums to 
the dustbin. The future for Nationalism is bright and it glows brightest 
on mainland Europe. The lesson is obvious. 

The people of this country are crying out for an answer to their 
problems; the British National Party provides those answers. The task 
is not to get the public to agree with us, because they largely already do. 
The task is to get them to accept that the BNP is an acceptable repository 
for their vote, it is as simple as that. 

Before that can happen, the BNP has to grow stronger. Part of that 
involves the tireless working for our cause. A new spirit of dynamism is 
needed. We have to reach out to our people and involve them. 

Along the way, a few dreamers will be jolted awake. That’s always the 
way of things when reality intrudes. But for some, the truth hurts. 
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INTERVIEW 


DEREK BEACKON INTERVIEWED 

THIS ISSUE OF PATRIOT TAKES A COMMEMORATIVE LOOK AT MILLWALL 3Vfe 
YEARS ON (YES, IT REALLY IS THAT LONG AGO!), AND INTERVIEWS DEREK 
BEACKON, THE PARTY'S FIRST EVER ELECTED OFFICIAL . 


Patriot: The year before you won Mill wall, Barry Osborne took 
20% of the vote in the same ward. Even though that vote was a 
good one did you actually think that you’d win? 

DB: I remember during Barry Osborne’s election campaign 
in 1992, Barry thought even then, that we might win. At that time 
we thought the next election would be in May 1994, not in 
September 1993. When the Labour councillor Dave Chapman 
resigned and we decided to fight the seat again, we didn’t go into 
that election thinking we would win but simply that we could do 
very well indeed. We went into it thinking it would be a good 
‘warm up’ for May 1994. 

Patriot: At what stage of the campaign was it then that you thought 
you might win? 

DB: It wasn’t until more than half way through the campaign that 
Elections Officer Eddy Butler said to me that it was possible we 
could win. 

Patriot: When did you first join and get active with the BNP? 
DB: I first joined the party in about 1986 as an associate member, 
and one year later as a full member. 

Patriot: Had you ever stood as a candidate for the party before? 
DB: I first stood as a candidate for the party in may 1990 in the 
Redcoat ward of Tower Hamlets where I got 3% of the vote. 

Patriot: Just how did it feel to win as a BNP candidate? 

DB: It took at least two weeks for it to sink in. I used to wake up 
in the mornings and when I realised the implications of my win — 
the duty and responsibility it imposed upon me, the importance 
of it for the BNP, and the duties I had to carry out as a councillor 
— I must admit it was a bit frightening. As I got used to the idea, 
I resolved to do my best and try not to let the party and the British 
people down. 

Patriot: What’s your favourite colour? 

DB: Red, white and black. 

Patriot: Describe the differences/lessons learnt from the first 
(20%) Millwall campaign and the winning one. 

DB: There wasn’t much difference in tactics in the two campaigns. 
For the 2nd campaign (September 1993) we stuck to the successful 
formula of the first 20% campaign, which was putting out three 
to four different leaflets for the whole Island and canvassing the 
entirety of it. I think the main and most important lesson we 
learned during or just before Barry’s campaign was not to have a 
public election meeting, that is, winding up the reds and giving 
them the opportunity to cause trouble and blame us and make us 
look like thugs in the eyes of the electorate. 

Patriot: You were involved in previous campaigns in Tower 
Hamlets. Describe the change of tactics, that is the proportion of 
leafleting to canvassing and public demos/meetings between the 
early campaigns and the Millwall campaigns. 

DB: The only change of tactics in relation to Millwall and previous 
campaigns in Tower Hamlets eg. Dave Ettridge, Ken Walsh, 
Steve Smith etc. was the leaving out of the public meeting and 
getting on with more canvassing. I think canvassing became more 
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Winning Candidate, Derek Beackon: moment of triumph 


pronounced in our tactics during the 1992 General Election and it 
went on from there. 

Patriot: Is it true that after you were elected you couldn’t read the 
council order of business? 

DB: I could read the council order of business and agendas very 
well, but owing to a cock-up in our local party organisation, I 
never received them until the very last minute (when I sat down at 
the council meetings) or not at all. The result was that I was often 
not familiar with the agenda, unlike everyone else who had read 
up on it well beforehand. Even so, I did vote on crucial issues at 
council meetings. 

Patriot: When you were walking around the island with the 
campaign team, people were always calling out “Awright Del?” 
and stopping for a chat. Just how much personal contact did you 
have with the Islanders? 
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THE WINNERS: 

Candidate Derek Beackon (left) and 
Tower Hamlets Organiser Steve Smith (right) 


DB: I had a lot of personal contact with the Islanders. Every 
single enquiry I had from constituents, I followed up and made 
appointments with them. I still have more than 200 letters and 
replies I sent and received. That's beside phone enquiries and 
through word of mouth, and as councillors surgeries were 
cancelled I had to meet all these people in their own homes. 
Patriot: When you were a councillor, you were described as the 
hardest working councillor in Tower Hamlets working a 12 
hour day for six days per week. What was your routine? 

DB: I never really had a routine as such, nothing planned 
anyway. I just put in as many hours a day seven days a week to 
get the job done. I later cut it down to six days per week. 
Remember we never had an office to work from, or full time 
staff. My constituents had four ways to get in touch with me, 
so daily I had to go to my flat (which I wasn't living in at the 
time) for answer phone messages, go to Jack Dash House for 
inquiries, receive letters from the PO box, and constantly 
answer the mobile phone. I immediately phoned the inquiries 
and made appointments for them, day or evening. On top of all 
that, the Labour run neighbourhood council just to make it 
difficult for me, used to call extraordinary neighbourhood 
committee meetings, sometimes 7.00a.m. sometimes late 
evenings. It was a rare evening when I didn't get back to the 
flat I was staying in late in the evening, and fall exhausted into 
bed. 


Patriot: You attended a number of council meetings. Just what 
exactly would happen at one, and how would you prepare? 

DB: I attended two full Council meetings (not including 
neighbourhood meetings). At full Council meetings the whole 
elected compliment of councillors for the borough attended 
representing the (then) seven neighbourhoods (now 
abolished).These were: LibDem 29, Lab 20, BNP 1. 

I also attended neighbourhood committee meetings and was on 
one committee — the Isle of Dogs neighbourhood committee. 
One is only allowed to speak and vote on ones own committee, 
but a councillor could attend any of the other neighbourhood 
meetings though without a say or a vote. 

The agenda would arrive in the post about a week before the 
meeting, and ideally I would have been able to prepare what I 
would say and work out voting intentions before the meeting, 
although as I said before, things were not ideal. 

I actually voted on four issues at the full council meetings. 
These were as follows: (1) A motion was put before the 
council by the LibDem council leader to allow the media and 
TV cameras into the chamber. I voted for it, all 29 LibDems 
voted against and Labour weren’t there as they were boycotting 
proceedings; (2) I voted with the LibDems to allow the 
Salvation Army thefreedom of the borough; (3) A motion was 
put by a black LibDem condemning racial attacks. I obviously 
had to vote for it along with everyone else but the next day the 
media called me a hypocrite because the motion was cleverly 
worded to condemn ‘racism’, and (4) At the second full 
council meeting, Labour were present and I voted with Labour 
to allow a representative of a local club seeking funding to 
speak (we had support in the club). 

Patriot: At the first full council meeting the Labour party 
boycotted it. They shot themselves in the foot with that. Just 
how unprepared do you think they were for your victory? 

DB: I think not only the labour party, but everyone else 
including us were unprepared for our victory, that’s why I 
think they went all out in May 1994 to make sure we didn t 
win. They weren t taking any chances at all. In many ways, it 
would have been better for us if, after Barry’s 20% the 
election following had been the regularly scheduled one in 
May 1994. Assuming we d have got our seat then, we would 
have caught everyone out and got four years for our money’s 
worth, not as it was in September 199, 7Vi months. 

Patriot: The election count at Jack Dash House, Isle of Dogs 
must have been incredible. Can you say what it was like? 

DB: Everyone was in a state of shock when the result was 
announced, it all just went very quiet. 



Outside a polling station and hoping for the best 
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Patriot: On the morning of the victory, the news went around the 
whole world from all points in Europe to Australia, Japan to 
America. The Commissioner for the Metropolitan police, Sir Paul 
Condon, Prime Minister John Major, the Archbishop of Canterbury 
and others all queued up to condemn you, the party and the 
Islanders. What was your reaction to: (a) the world-wide publicity? 
And; (b) the condemnations, particularly the condemnation of the 
Islanders for making a democratic choice? 

DB: My reaction at first was one of surprise and shock that a little 
by-election in a slum area of London should cause such panic and 
alarm by the world-wide establishment and media. The whole 
world was united in its condemnation of us, and the Islanders, 
which just goes to prove that they don’t, after all, believe in 
democracy. 

Patriot: What do you see as the best prospect for further successes 
in terms of what the BNP can do? 

DB: The only thing we can do is keep plodding away putting out 
leaflets and fighting elections, and hope we’ve got a high enough 
profile when an opportunity comes along. Unlike Nationalist 
parties abroad we don’t shape events, we just seem to sit back and 
wait our chance. Our chance was in May 1994 following the 
September win and we blew it. 

Patriot: Do you think the public meeting is a thing of the past — 
a hindrance, or a useful device to get publicity? 

DB: Yes, it was useful in the past, but not any more. 

Patriot: What do you think the BNP does well and that it should 
keep doing? 

DB: The ideas that Eddy Butler put into practice were obviously 
good ones. After all, in the final analysis they got me elected. 
Having said that, none of his ideas were original. The Rights for 
Whites slogan was used in the seventies and techniques like 
canvassing are used by all the other parties, it’s just that we hadn’t 
been using them! All in all, Eddy has been very good for the party, 
and his going is a great loss. 

Patriot: What do you think the BNP should avoid doing? 

DB: I think we should avoid public meetings and rallies during 
elections. They are counter-productive and only give our opponents 
propaganda to use against us. We shouldn’t recruit skinheads 
unless they are prepared to change their image. We should be more 
choosy about who we allow to become involved in the party. Just 
because they put out a few leaflets doesn’t mean they are good 
enough to join us. We should go for quality rather than quantity. 
We should also avoid having any more high profile activities with 
blacks. I don’t think that any publicity is good publicity. 

Patriot: On one occasion when canvassing, the front door was 
opened by a good-looking woman in a revealing nightdress. Your 
campaign helpers were left on the doorstep while you were pulled 
inside. What did you talk about? 

DB: Yes, I do remember that — but even after three years I still feel 
duty bound towards my ex-constituents not to discuss their 
personal problems. Suffice to say that I was able to help the lady 
concerned with her problem. 

Patriot: There was a lot of pressure associated with the job of being 
the party’s councillor. Were you secretly relieved when you lost? 
DB: No, I was absolutely shattered when we lost. I had done a lot 
of hard work during that eight months and the pressure was very 
intense, but I knew that if I was elected for a further four years it 
would be nothing like as hard as that eight months. I was looking 
forward to winning, as I was enjoying being a councillor very 
much. Being a councillor for the BNP has made my ten years in 
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THE 1994 ELECTION COUNT: 

BNP Candidates Gordon Callow and Derek Beackon watch the 
votes pile up and watching them is Tory Tim Dickenson and ex- 
Labour Independant James Hunt . 

the party worthwhile. 

Patriot: In the 1994 campaign, we knew our support was growing 
— your vote increased by 600. Did you think you’d win again and 
get the other two councillors for the neighbourhood? 

DB: Yes, I definitely thought I’d win again — everyone did. 
Mainwaring the Labour candidate, Dickenson the Tory, Hunt the 
ex-Labour independent and the Lib-Dems. Having said that, I was 
never too sure about the other two seats though. 

Patriot: When the vote was in, the Labour party beat us by 1,000 
votes despite our increase of 600. In hindsight, how much of their 
win was due to cheating and how much to fighting an incredibly 
good campaign, mobilising the anti-BNP vote? 

DB: It was comparatively easy for Labour to mobilise the anti- 
BNP vote. Remember, the voters on the Isle of Dogs, and 
elsewhere, had eight months of anti-BNP propaganda from the 
media shoved down their throats. Their high vote was partly 
achieved by cheating, but I believe they would have beaten us 
anyway — they just weren’t taking any chances. So it wasn’t as 
good a campaign as you’ve suggested. 

Patriot: How much do you think that the Labour/Lib-Dem fear of 
the BNP ‘got things done’ when you were a councillor? 

DB: I think their fear of giving anything away definitely played 
a part in the efficiency improvements on the Islsfhd. I was told 
many times by my constituents that they had phoned or gone to 
Jack Dash House concerning a complaint or problem, and when 
they were told that nothing could be done, they asked to see the 
BNP councillor. These words were like magic to the officers and 
staff of the Labour controlled council, and the constituents were 
told: “Oh no! Don’t get in touch with him — we’ll get it done 
straight away.” 

Patriot: Anything else you would like to say? 

DB: Yes. I’m absolutely convinced that if we can get together a 
group of people of the calibre that made the 1993 victory possible, 
like Eddy Butler, myself, Mike Newland etc, we will get another 
councillor elected and come to power by the year 2050. © 
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HOW WE WON MILLWALL 

BY STEVE SMITH, 1993 TOWER HAMLETS ORGANISER 


B y the time the 1990s began, 
the BNP had become the 
country’s premier nationalist 
organisation — more active, 
more professional and much 
bigger than any others even combined. The 
nearest rivals were the NF ‘Flag group’, 
but they had shrunk to a very small size due 
to lack of direction and poor leadership. 
Even so, the BNP at the very beginning of 
1990, despite organisational improvements 
and a noted propaganda success the year 
before at Dewsbury, could not claim to 
have achieved anything like the political 
and electoral impact of the National Front 
of the 1970s. 

The first year of the new decade was to 
change that. The Tower Hamlets area of 
East London has a rich heritage of patriotic 
activity that dates back to the turn of the 
century. With this in mind, the then Branch 
Organiser Eddy Butler decided to map out 
a coherent strategy to not only further the 
development of the branch, but also to 
create a level of political success and 
achievement that would help build the party 
as a whole. 

The strategy was a mixture of traditional 
methods and new tactics, with the emphasis 
on community-based politics. There was a 
need for a new approach, because the 
‘megaphone and placard’ demo-culture of 
the ’70s and ’80s had only a limited effect 
in terms of votes and recruitment. The 
combination of hard work, consistency and 
aiming for realistic targets would, we hoped, 
change the fortunes of British Nationalism 



Ordinary East Enders rallying to the BNP for Rights for Whites 


which had been 
languishing in 
political no-mans 
land since 1979 and 
reduced to a small 
base of support. 

The first major 
activity for the 
branch and indeed 
for the party that 
year was a march 
and rally that took 
place in March 
1990. Only two 
weeks before, a 
march had taken 
place that was 
organised by local people in Tower Hamlets 
in response to a white boy, John Stoner, 
being stabbed by a gang of Asians while 
studying in a classroom at a local school. 

This event attracted around 300 angry 
whites with a small BNP contingent that 
marched to Bethnal Green police station to 
protest at the increasing amount of racial 
attacks. Shortly after this, another local 
white was attacked in a potentially fatal 
incident. We therefore decided to hold our 
own activity to give angry and frustrated 
whites an opportunity to express their 
grievances in a legitimate political way. 

This activity provided an additional 
bonus in that in two months time we were 
contesting council seats in the local 
government elections of May 1990 and the 
inevitable publicity from our demonstration 
would help raise our profile. To advertise 
the march we 
embarked upon 
two weeks of 
intense leafleting. 
We also had a 
reasonable amount 
of press coverage 
from the local 
media, but we 
considered it 
essential to get our 
message through 
to the local 
population via the 
letterbox. 

The leaflet that 
was used (a type 



BNP Rights for Whites rally: Justice for John Stoner! 

that would be used in several future 
campaigns) was a departure from standard 
BNP literature. Instead of focussing on 
national issues and complex aspects of party 
policy, we simply appealed to ordinary 
whites in Tower Hamlets by discussing the 
current local issues that concerned and 
worried them. In this instance, we pointed 
out the wave of racial attacks that were 
being inflicted on whites and urged them to 
come to our activity to express their feelings. 

The campaign leaflet itself was produced 
and presented in a rather mundane and 
ordinary way — basic typed text and felt-tip 
headings, all in black and white. This gave 
it a ‘home made’ feel as opposed to a flash, 
multi-coloured effort which might have 
detracted from the essence of the campaign. 

Quite frankly though, I didn’t have 
much faith in the march taking place as we 
intended to march from Bethnal Green to 
Bow — an area the police would have 
considered ‘racially sensitive’ and I was 
fairly sure it would be banned. However 
the demonstration was allowed to take place 
and one of the reasons for this I am sure, is 
that ‘the powers that be’ realised a ban on 
the march would have inflamed an already 
tense situation. 

On the 11 th of March 1990 between 350 
and 400 BNP members, supporters and 
members of the public gathered near to 
Bethnal Green tube station and marched 
off. 

What was particularly pleasing was that 
a large percentage of the procession were 
ordinary members of the public without 
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BNP Rights for Whites march , March 1990 , protesting against racial attacks . 


any previous connection to the party. The 
‘home made’ leaflet had done its job well! 
After the march, which roughly lasted 45 
minutes, a short rally was held in a small 
park near Mile End. The whole day had 
been a great success — our first step to 
building towards ‘community-based’ 
politics in the East End. 

The two-week campaign culminating in 
the rally had been very intense and hard 
worked. Even so, there was no time to rest 
as we were putting up four candidates in 
different wards for the May council elections 
in the Bethnal Green and Stepney areas. 
Our actual methods were a blend of light 
canvassing and leafleting with a public 
meeting two weeks before polling day. The 
meeting was held in Weavers Fields School 
in Bethnal Green. We initially asked for 
Osmani School which unlike Weavers Fields 
was actually in one of the wards we were 
contesting. 

The ward itself — Spitalfields was about 
three-quarters Asian. Our opponents 
considered that we were contesting the seat 
to upset Asians and cause racial friction. 
That wasn’t so. Our attitude was that there 
was still a significant white population in 
the ward who needed political representation 
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and the opportunity to vote for a party that 
would defend their interests. 

We were moved from our original choice 
of school as the police considered that in 
such a sensitive area it would be extremely 
difficult to guarantee public order. On the 
day two hundred left-wingers turned up, 
not looking for a bar of soap as you might 
think, but to cause trouble which they did. 
There were several skirmishes, with the 
first BNP arrivals to the school successfully 
fighting off a numerically superior force 
until more BNP supporters arrived to boost 
numbers and deter further attack. The 
meeting was a tremendous publicity success 
with it being the first time a nationalist 
party had received extensive television 
coverage for several years. This helped our 
recruitment, but whether it helped on 
polling day is hard to tell. 

Our then tactics of mass leafleting and 
limited canvassing didn’t seem to be proving 
as effective as we’d hoped. On election 
night, the results in Tower Hamlets were a 
mixed bag. Two wards, Redcoat and St. 
James’ produced disappointing results: 4 
per cent and 3.7 per cent respectively. In 
the large Holy Trinity ward in Bethnal 
Green, we polled 290 votes for 9.7 per cent 


of the vote and this was much better and 
quite promising. We were also very 
surprised by our Spitalfields result. Despite 
being overwhelmingly Asian, we polled 4 
per cent which was probably some 12 per 
cent of the white vote. 

The progress since the beginning of the 
year had been impressive, but despite the 
activities and campaigns, we still didn’t 
seem to be getting near our main objectives: - 
polling beyond the 10 per cent mark and 
eventually winning council seats. This was 
a target we were confident of achieving but 
our tactics needed to be improved. 

1990 was a remarkable year in many 
ways; whereas we thought events would 
quieten down after the year’s early hectic 
political effort, there was always another 
issue around the corner for us to become 
involved in. 

A month after the May elections a by- 
election occurred in Bow. This ward, called 
Park ward was last contested by a nationalist 
party in 1978. The NF, which was then in 
its halcyon days, polled 7.6 per cent which 
was low by their standards then. Therefore, 
anything near that percentage would be 
considered a good achievement. As in the 
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BNP/NF/BNP COUNCIL WARD COMPARATIVE VOTE 1978-1994 

YEAR 

1978 

1990 

1984 

1990 

1994 

1986 

1990 

1994 

PARTY 

NF 

BNP 

NF 

BNP 

BNP 

BNP 

BNP 

BNP 

VOTE 

128 

130 

97 

275 

889 

212 

290 

755 

POLL % 

7.6 

8.4 

4.7 

12.1 

24.2 

6.7 

9.7 

25.0 

WARD 

Park 

St. Peters 

Holy Trinity 


with limited publicity, taken part in an election and had a decisive results for nationalism at Parliamentary 
was effective in that it influence on the result. For the first time level since 1979. In Bethnal Green and 


May elections 
earlier we 
decided to 
hold another 
public 
meeting. This 
one was held 
on a Monday 
night and was 
a relatively 
low-key affair 
Nonetheless, it 
attracted to its audience, members of the 
public with no previous political ties. 

The real work however, was done on 
the doorstep. The weekends were set aside 
for mass leafleting and the weekday evenings 
were solid canvassing, yet again using the 
‘home made’ style leaflet and debating 
relevant local issues. We came third in that 
election with the Greens and the Tories 
receiving utterly derisory votes. Our 
percentage of 8.4 per cent was an 
improvement on the NF result of 1978 and 
we felt that our tactics were improving 
steadily and that our future success in 
elections would be impressive and the party 
as a whole would experience an upward 
curve. Unbelievably, as soon as this by- 
election was out of the way, than another 
was called in St. Peters ward, Bethnal 
Green. We continued with the stratagem 
employed in the Park ward by-election 
though this time the mid-week public 
meeting was a lively occasion generating 
televised publicity. 

The upward curve continued and we 
received 12.1 per cent of the poll — the best 
nationalist result for a decade. An interesting 
feature transpired in this election. Most 
patriotically inclined white people had 
tended in the past to vote Liberal as they 
were perceived as a party that at local level 
defended white interests. Because of our 
intervention we took votes from the Liberals 
and handed victory to Labour, in a seat 
which just four months previously had a 
Liberal majority of 800 — quite a high 
number at council ward level. Thus we had 



STEVE SMITH 
BNP candidate for Park ward 


ever, we were ‘politically significant’! 

To round off a superb year, we held 
another march similar to the one we had 
early in the year yet again protesting at 
racial attacks on whites in Tower Hamlets. 
Local support was again highly conspicuous 
as 250 people marched the same route as 
previously with the added bonus of the 
activity featuring as part of a forthcoming 
Panorama TV programme on the BNP. 

1990 had seen us edging slowly towards the 
electoral high point of the Front in the 
1970s. 

1991 saw London BNP activities switch 
to S.E. London for a while, which 
culminated in the Thamesmead march, a 
good by-election result in Camberwell and 
an excellent counter-demonstration in 
Bermondsey. However, discussion of these 
events is outside the scope of this article 
which is focussed on the growing success 
achieved in the East End. 

For Tower Hamlets branch, 1991 ended 
on a high note as we held the party’s Annual 
Rally in York Hall, Bethnal Green. This 
large and impressive municipal building 
was to be used on two other occasions over 
the coming year. Nearly 500 people attended 
the rally and the subsequent local publicity 
further established the party’s presence in 
the borough. 

The first three-and-a-half months of 
1992 were exclusively used for the 
impending General Election of April of 
that year. We fought both seats in Tower 
Hamlets and despite a lively and energetic 
campaign combined with an incredible 
amount of hard work, we just failed to save 
our election deposits. Though it must be 
said that our candidates polled the best 


Stepney we gained 1,300 votes for 3.6 per 
cent of the poll and in Bow and Poplar we 
gained 1,107 votes for 3 per cent of the 
poll. Clearly, there was still a long way to 
go, but we were convinced that in a council 
election or by-election, we had the potential 
and ability to win a seat. Such a possibility 
would catapult the BNP onto the national 
stage and demonstrate to the public that 
‘Ours is not a wasted vote, that we can 
win’. 

Worth mentioning at this point is the 
effect on an area that successful election 
results can have. In Tower Hamlets the 
local whites were still patriotic and racially 
conscious. Obviously there is an inherent 
element of this in many white East Enders 
— but the ethnic pride and patriotism comes 
to the surface and in many ways is more 
visible when a nationalist party does well in 
an area. Although many people may only 
vote, sympathise and possibly purchase a 
party paper, in their collective subconscious 
is the knowledge that there is a group still 
battling for their interests, there is still 
hope. Contrast this with whites who live in 
similar racially-mixed areas, but where 
there is no nationalist activity. Many of 
them look crushed, defeated, beaten. I am 
convinced that all activity and effort by 
nationalists somehow percolates through to 
the people, giving them a flicker of hope 
that the nightmare of multi-racialism will 
end. And when the BNP has been successful, 
a virtuous circle is set in motion: a good 
election result creates more patriotism and 
pride thus more people are inclined to vote 
for the party and so on. 

The Bow and Poplar result was 
particularly interesting. Although very 
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limited political work was performed in 
this constituency — most of the work going 
into Bethnal Green and Stepney — the result 
in Bow and Poplar was, given the lack of 
activity, quite good. Upon some 
rudimentary analysis, we came to the 
conclusion that a large slice of the vote 
could have come from the southern tip of 
Tower Hamlets — from the Mill wall ward 
on the Isle of Dogs. Because of the 
comparative isolation of the Island from 
the rest of the borough, it had in the past 
received little attention. Now however, we 
thought it might prove an interesting 
prospect. Our discussions turned idly to 
speculation on our prospects in an election 
in the area. Within six months our wish was 
answered. A by-election occurred there 
and polling day was set for October 1st, 
1992. 

By this stage of our development, we 
decided that the unpredictable, noisy and 
volatile public meetings were a thing of the 
past. Although they helped us to establish 
our name in Tower Hamlets, they required 
a great deal of resources and time to 
organise. More importantly, we had 
learnt from canvassing feedback as well 
as from anecdotal evidence that public 
meetings were becoming, by this time, 
somewhat counter-productive. 

We reasoned that our results were 
improving consistently and that 
precious time spent on 
organising and holding 
meetings could be used on the 
vital task of canvassing. Thus 
when we contested Millwall 
ward for the first time, we 
operated on a strategy of solid 
and consistent door-to-door 
canvassing which brought us 
into contact with the electorate 
and helped build a rapport, 
which over the next year would 
reap enormous political 
dividends. Even so, the result 
itself astonished many of us. 

We polled 20 per cent of the 


heart into the 
community. After such 
a vote we were eagerly 
awaiting the chance to 
fight the ward again in 
the Spring elections of 
1994. So, the next ten 
months were spent in the 
Millwall ward on a 
regular basis selling the 
party paper and following up a steady 
stream of membership enquiries. Regular, 
consistent work that would enable us to 
actually win the seat next time we contested 
Millwall. 

We didn’t have long to wait. Another 
by-election was called in Millwall ward for 
September 15th, 1993. 

A sensible political approach to tactics 
was used — more of the same tried and 
trusted intensive canvassing and community 
politics, coupled with the knowledge and 
experience we had gained from the previous 
four years. We won the election and the 
rest, as they say, is history. 

The impetus gained from the Millwall 
victory was massive. It was the talk of the 
country for weeks and it boosted the 
nationalist vote all over the country. 

When the May 1994 elections came, 
BNP votes climbed to their highest ever and 
surpassed the best ever results of the National 
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1992 

PARTY 

NF 
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1300 

POLL % 

2.5 
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Steve 


vote, obtaining 657 votes. Such a result 
eclipsed even some of the NF’s 1970s 
electoral high points. 

Immediately afterwards we distributed 
a ‘Well done’ leaflet part of which read: 
'Barry’s 20% vote was a well-deserved 
kick in the pants for the old complacent 
parties. But we’d have done even better 
if some of you had not lost your bottle or 
stayed at home.’ That kind of real East 
Ender talk touched a nerve and put real 

* Elected. 
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James’ we grabbed 653 votes for 24.7 per 
cent of the poll — the highest ever achieved; 
in Holy Trinity ward our three candidates 
averaged 755 votes for 25 per cent of the 
poll, again the highest ever achieved. 

In neighbouring Newham, we obtained 
our best result. In Beckton ward our 
candidates averaged 458 votes for 33 per 
cent of the vote and came within a whisker 
of being elected. The last time this seat had 
been fought was in 1978 when the NF 
polled 11.4 per cent. In the next door ward 
of Custom House and Silver Town, our 
three candidates averaged 723 for 26.5 per 
cent of the vote — again, the highest ever 
achieved. The highest Front vote had been 
way back in 1974 with 19.3 per cent. It 
should also be mentioned that over the 
years none of these wards in either Tower 
Hamlets or in Newham had been getting 
any whiter! 

The culmination of the strategy 
employed from October 1992 
came with these elections in 
ff! May 1994. These results were 
our best ever and surpassed 
1 anything that had gone before. 
This brief eyewitness 
account covered the period 
1990-1994 and could have been 
much more extensive. 
However, to really do the period 
justice would require a small 
book. But the main point to be 
made is simple and clear cut: 
Nationalists can now dispense 
with noisy conflict-type 

^ , . demonstrations. Real 

Smith addresses the St. Peters by-election meeting an( j growth is 



Front in the 1970s. 

In Millwall, Derek increased his vote 
by nearly 600 and our three candidates 
averaged 1,843 for 27.7 per cent of the 
vote. Those votes of 1,713 to 2,041 would 
normally have seen all three candidates 
comfortably elected, and they would have 
been but for the highest turnout in the 
history of Tower Hamlets (67%) which 
prevented this. 

The ‘Millwall effect’ increased votes 
everywhere. In St. Peters’ we gained 889 
votes for 24.2 per cent of the poll; in St. 


progress 


created by intelligent and consistent 
political work within a broader strategy 
of feasible objectives and targets. 
Intimate contact with the public through 
canvassing and discussion of real local 
issues that are important to local people 
— genuine community-based politics is 
the only way forward. Take it from me, 
I slogged my guts out and I saw it 
unfold. It may be slow , and lacking in 
glamour but it's the only realistic option 
and the only one so far to have produced 
the results! ® 
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TALES OF TYRANNY— 

TWO AND A HALF YEARS AS A ‘NAZI’ PRESS OFFICER 
BY Michael Newland BA (Hons) MA 


M ost people in Britain still 
believe themselves to be 
living in a free society. 
There are, of course, 
controls over some 
forms of political activity and speech, but 
only to restrict something called 
‘extremism’. What is ‘extremism’? Well 
it’s the bad guys isn’t it? Nazis and so on. 
The sort of people who want to restrict 
your freedoms. Thank goodness for the 
‘good guys’ who spend their spare time 
fighting the ‘bad guys’ — exposing them, 
confronting them and so on. The ‘good 
guys’ are left-wing of course. They are 
bursting with goodwill, and just so 
determined that those ‘bad guys’ should 
not take us all back to the 1930s. 

If stones could cry, what a weeping 
there would be at the torturing of truth 
within popular beliefs as to who are the 
good guys and the bad! 

Late in 1993,1 joined the front ranks of 
the ‘bad guys’. I became the notorious 
British National Party’s Press Officer. 
Notorious? Well let’s get into the spirit of 
what it’s like to be a ‘bad guy’ straight 
away! 

Derek Beackon was elected a councillor 
for the BNP on the Isle of Dogs in September 
1993. On the day before the election, as it 
became clear that we might win, and in 
anticipation of massive publicity if the 
impossible came true, I wrote a press 
release ready to hand out to journalists at 
the election count. 

When we found that we really had won 
— by less than a dozen votes — three of us 
went into a huddle with our new councillor, 
and wrote a short statement for immediate 
delivery. Derek Beackon then read it to a 
room full of dumbfounded journalists. 
Film of that statement must have been 
shown hundreds, if not thousands of times, 
on television all over the world. 

After our new councillor had performed, 
it was my small turn. I will never forget the 
shock on the faces of fifty journalists, as I 
announced the availability of the press 

lO 


release I had written. They seemed 
momentarily hypnotised, before flinging 
themselves forward at my pieces of paper. 
One quipped about ‘The vultures of the 
press’ in Bismarck’s phrase. Seeing 
hardened hacks near dumbstruck is an event 
to relish! 

Within a few days Derek Beackon had 
been condemned by every top political 
figure, including the Archbishop of 
Canterbury. When the establishment is 
showing off its opposition to sin, who 
wants to be left out! 

The world’s press besieged the BNP. I 
quickly became the official Press Officer 
of the party. A full-time person was needed 
to field and manage the enquiries. We all 
climbed a steep learning curve with the 
rapidity that people do when the devil 
drives. The days went by in a blur of 
conversation on the telephone with 
journalists, and endless journeys to the 
East End of London to backup the BNP’s 
councillor in his press dealings, and manage 
the media. No one person could deal with 
all the requests for interviews, and standing 


in front of a television camera became 
routine when Derek Beackon had had 
enough. 

Most of the questions followed a 
predictable course. This or that extreme 
left-wing group has accused your party of 
beating up, murdering, etc. etc. — how do 
you respond? The fact that the events 
referred to were all either complete fantasy, 
or had nothing to with politics or the BNP, 
was a part of the air of unreality which 
pervades dealing with the media. 

Some journalists screamed abuse at 
Derek as they interviewed him. A regrettable 
tendency by the media to pin BNP leaflets 
onto immigrant’s doors, and then 
photograph them, became very apparent. 
‘Paint your own Nazi graffiti’ was also 
popular with the telly’s paid upholders of 
truth and freedom. 

Derek’s Jewish doctor soon refused to 
treat him on the ground of ‘wrong political 
views’. He was also roped into an interview 
at the local police station, following a 
trumped up allegation by political 
opponents. The duty solicitor refused to 
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represent him, despite being paid and 
obligated to do so. Totalitarianism — we 
know about it and have experienced it. 

We succeeded in obtaining quite a 
volume of publicity about the latter event, 
and the body which pays and disciplines 
duty solicitors told their staff that such 
behaviour was unacceptable. 

Towards the end of April of 1994, 
campaigning intensified as the day on which 
Derek Beackon had to seek re-election 
approached. Security became an increasing 
preoccupation. The mail had included 
numerous death threats against myself — 
the best of which I later framed. The death 
threat as art — something probably never 
done before. One threat consisted of a 
photograph of the bodies of Mussolini and 
his mistress, after they were murdered, 
with the classic threat ‘You next’ scrawled 
underneath. I discovered that two 
acquaintances had actually seen the bodies 
hung outside the petrol station in Milan in 
1945, while serving in the British Army. 
Another had a rather nicely coloured crayon 
drawing of a Union Jack in flames. Yet 
another included the wounding phrase 6 silly 
bastard’. 

A week before the election I was warned 
by the police that there was to be a 
demonstration against me at the university 
at which I was a post-graduate student. On 
the day before, there was a knock on the 
front door at eight in the morning. A van 
with three men was outside. I did not know 
them so I did not open the door, assuming 
it to be a wrong address. The next morning 
the same men appeared at my door at the 
same time. 

To understand what happened next one 
needs to appreciate the previous pattern of 
attacks on high-profile officials of the 
BNP. Fire bombing and beatings had 
occurred, but never on a highly organised 
basis. To call two days running at the same 
address had not formed a part of the pattern. 
The police later discovered that the ‘team’ 
had made a reconnoitre of the area two days 
before. 

I opened the door and the men rushed 
me after pretending to be from the local 
council. One was about fifty with a neat 
moustache and a blue blazer. This detail is 
important because of the predictable 
disinformation campaign which followed 
the attack — claiming that it was carried out 
by hooligan right-wing types in an internal 
feud. 

But I avoid what followed. I woke from 
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being beaten unconscious to find myself 
tied hand and foot with black tape, and 
lying on the floor of my hallway. One man 
was swinging a pick handle and repeatedly 
hitting my knee caps. I thought I was a dead 
man. As in war, men detach themselves 
from such situations. I could hear press 
enquiries buzzing out of the back of the fax 
machine a few feet away. Surreal. Blood 
was running along the floor. Suddenly, 
moustache gave an order and the three men 
fled shutting the front door. It is not easy 
to get on your feet when tied up and beaten 
half to death, but I thought that if I did not 
get out of the house I would be found dead. 

I managed to get onto my front step. 
Office workers were walking by on their 
way to work. None would stop for this 
apparition covered in blood, and with hands 
and feet tied together in a smother of black 
sticky tape. ‘Typical’, said the police later. 
I asked my neighbour to fetch his 
scissors. Who were the attackers? The answer 
is the Zionists/extreme-left. The people 
for whom is it is an article of their nutty 
faith that white people and their society 
must disappear. The same people who fed 
a very willing press a story to smirk over — 
that I had been attacked by people on the 
same side. Apart from head injuries, I had 
several broken ribs, all the fingers on one 
hand were broken, but my knee caps luckily 
survived. The police shrewdly pointed out 
that the attackers knew which hand I wrote 
with and picked it. Plenty of television 
crews came to the hospital for interviews, 
but I’d rather get publicity an easier way if 
you don’t mind. 

Is this not the sort of thing one associates 
with banana republics run by dictators? 
The ‘warning’ not to write political material 
against those in power, and the punishment 
for doing so. Well, Britain is now like 
those banana republics. The attackers used 
a van with false number plates, and a bogus 
trade sign on only one side of the vehicle. 
They had pre-planned even the parking of 
the vehicle. 

How do I feel about it? The Zionists run 
torture chambers for Palestinians, murder 
and torture those poor souls with virtual 
impunity, and enjoy a massive degree of 
power in Britain, while regarding the 
welfare of members of their wider group in 
Britain with indifference — as some will 
frankly tell you. Opponents are invariably 
portrayed as violent ‘Nazis’. Do you want 
a society dominated by people who behave 
in this way? I do not, but that is what we 
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Who pulls the strings? (see over page) 

have in our country. 

A Yugoslav fellow student later told me 
how shocked he was when he heard of the 
attack on television news. Such a thing 
would not have happened in Yugoslavia 
before the civil war, he said, and he had 
imagined that it could not happen in Britain. 

Following the election, Derek Beackon 
was no longer a councillor. The campaign 
of smears and lies against him in the media 
had been unprecedented in postwar British 
political history. 

Before our councillor lost his seat, our 
team in the East End had worked very hard 
to ‘reposition’ — as spin doctors say — the 
BNP in the public mind. There is no doubt 
at all that we were beginning to succeed, 
and the process continued afterwards. It 
took the entire combined weights of all the 
national television stations, newspapers, 
and main political parties to dislodge Derek 
Beackon from his seat — and he still 
massively increased his vote. Elsewhere in 
Newham, we came within 65 votes of 
winning as our candidates notched up more 
than a third of the vote. 

The dinosaur element in British 
nationalism, who claim that whatever 
nationalists do to improve their image and 
public standing will make no difference, 
were proved wrong by these huge increases 
in the BNP vote. Their attitude is simply a 
rationalisation of the fact that they enjoy 
living in the past, from the 1930s onwards, 
and wish to remain there, socialising within 
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beery little clubs which pretend to 
themselves that they have a political 
purpose, and calling for pointless marches, 
and endless other ‘wind-up’ activities, 
which give the enemy a propaganda windfall 
on every occasion. Their numbers, heaven 
be praised, are rapidly diminishing. 

In my opinion, these people have been 
the main impediment to the progress of 
nationalism since the 1970s — not 
‘international conspiracies of bankers’, or 
left-wing gangs. The right in Europe began 
to make huge strides when a firm decision 
was made to put a similar impediment 
aside. The public are never going to take 
seriously any political group whose staple 
activity is attention seeking for its own 
sake. Increasingly, on the doorsteps, people 
want to hear a serious case for nationalism, 
not about some stunt they are being called 
on to support. 

Following the terrible murder of 
Richard Everitt, journalists begged me to 
persuade the BNP to have a march through 
the Somers Town area. They would have 
made very sure that public disorder 
occurred, and, naturally, blamed it on us 
with a fanfare of trumpets. We refused to 
be manipulated. 

Shortly before the second poll, a Zionist 
newspaper paid the BNP a rare and 
substantial compliment. They said that 
shrewd political minds had been behind the 
BNP’s campaigning during the nine months 
of Derek Beackon’s councillorship. Another 


compliment came from an Asian prison 
officer, who told the historian David Irving, 
while in H.M.P. Pentonville on some 
trumped-up contractual charge, that he 
lived in Tower Hamlets, and had voted 
BNP. “They’re the only ones who make 
sense” he said. 

Interest in the BNP continued after the 
election, and I settled into a routine of 
visiting Broadcasting House, writing press 
releases, and fielding questions from radio 
and television camera crews, with their 
lights and microphones trying to pin one 
like a butterfly in an album. Hundreds of 
hacks from the world’s newspapers were 
sent away with sensible answers they did 
not want. 

Foreign journalists are by far the most 
pleasant to deal with as a rule. I did radio 
and TV interviews from all over, even 
Mexico! The real question in the minds of 
the Mexicans was to feel the white mood — 
whether whites in the US will allow them 
to migrate there in such numbers that they 
take over the country. 

One BBC news interviewer was chided 
by BNP members for the untruthfulness of 
the media. “We are only reflecting society’s 
prejudices” he said. He did not mention 
that those public prejudices were ones 
skilfully introduced by himself and his 
colleagues in the first place! 

A journalist from CBS in the United 
States confided that all the US television 
networks were Zionist controlled, and that 


he would have got further in his career if he 
had been Zionist or black. Very common 
were off the cuff complaints from BBC 
men that they were fed up with political 
correctness in their offices. 

One of the standard tricks used by the 
media is to ask for an interview, but only 
to use it if they can extract statements 
confirming the angle which they had decided 
in advance to portray. Everything is larded 
with assurances of a complete lack of bias, 
only wanting to be fair and so on. The most 
successful interview I ever did was with 
black schoolchildren for Channel 4. It was 
never shown. Another with Asian 
schoolchildren went the same way. 

Want to be on TV? There is nothing to 
it if you are more set on appearing for 
appearances sake — simply give the media 
what they want. In the case of the BNP that 
is Hitler and more Hitler. One of the 
curiosities of the trade is that it is the 
media, and left-wing journalists in 
particular, who are obsessed with Hitler, 
not those on the political right. 

‘Dodge the media dirty trick’ needs a 
good deal of self-discipline. TV knows 
that publicity on the scale they alone can 
offer is difficult to refuse — but must 
sometimes be refused. 

A good example was an invitation to 
appear on the Richard Littlejohn 
programme. A leader of another nationalist 
group fell for this old ploy. The trick 
works like this. The pretence is that the 
victim will appear in a studio discussion 
with others of opposing opinions. Once at 
the studio, the long-suffering nationalist 
will be told that the invitation to join the 
panel has been withdrawn, but the victim 
may sit in the audience, gagged from saying 
anything, while the panel abuses him. The 
trick was tried on Derek Beackon, in a 
post-Millwall television debate. He wisely 
refused to play the game, and the 
programme went ahead without him — 
Hamlet without the prince! 

Sometimes journalists would look for 
excuses to ferret about one’s home. They 
appeared convinced that a shrine to the 
Fuhrer must be tucked away in some corner. 
What a good story it would make they 
think! 

One pushy ‘power shoulders’ Australian 
front lady for Sixty Minutes , who clearly 
ate men’s genitals for breakfast — and 
lunch and dinner as well — asked if she 
could use the toilet (code for looking for 
the Hitler shrine). She had clearly never 
been defied before, and was caught 
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considerably off balance by the refusal, 
sinking into a depressive sulk along with 
the camera crew. I tried to cheer them up 
by pointing out that if they would kindly 
stop running programmes intended to 
destroy us, white people like themselves 
might yet still survive. 

Surprising, or perhaps not so, is that 
Afro-Caribbean journalists are often the 
most fruitful to deal with. Most are sneaking 
supporters of Louis Farrakhan, and not too 
hostile to other people’s nationalism. 

Quite different are Zionist journalists — 
which is nearly, but by no means all, of 
those from that particular camp. They are 
particularly keen to interview British 
patriots in order to ‘expose the evils of 
nationalism’. This particular evil does not, 
of course, include their own rampant and 
ruthless nationalism. If one wants a flavour 
of life under communism they will give it 
you. Two Zionists from Swiss television 
stabbed accusing fingers at my bookshelves, 
with the air of secret policemen making an 
arrest, and snarled accusingly “You have 
a book by David Irving” (about Churchill 
in fact). 

The best media outlets to deal with are 
not those that most would suppose. The 
Guardian will often allow debate in a way 
that other newspapers will not. These 
lefties, albeit thinking lefties, sometimes 
exhibit a surprising openness. The news 
programmes on BBC radio are also a long 
way from the blatant lying of TV news. I 
once wasted an hour being interviewed by 
News at Ten. I never seriously imagined 
any of it would be shown, and I was not 
disappointed! 

Other journalists would occasionally 
do hour long interviews without taking a 
note, or asking whether they might tape 
what was said. This species of journalist is 
‘wired’, as they say in US crime films — 
with a concealed tape recorder and 
microphone. 

Worst are the ‘conservative’ newspapers. 
Their approach is that is that it is perfectly 
acceptable to be British and patriotic 
providing that one accepts the destruction 
of one’s country — a cunningly landscaped 
contradiction in terms. 

But I have omitted to tell you about the 
riots. Do you still think that the police are 
non-political? The good people of Welling 
found out the realities not long before the 
election of Derek Beackon. A huge 
demonstration and march past the BNP’s 
shop was allowed to go ahead. Everyone 
knew that the left’s intention was to create 
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massive violence. 98% of 
political violence in Britain is 
carried out by the left, but you 
will not be reading that in the 
newspapers. 

On the day the police 
withdrew and left the town to its 
fate. The purpose was 
transparent. It was to create 
massive resentment against the 
BNP, who would be blamed for 
the looting and damage which 
occurred. The good people of 
the area were made of finer metal 
than the politicians expected. 

They blamed the police and the 
council! Anyone who is unaware 
of what kind of men now inhabit 
the upper reaches of the police 
service should take notice. 

Taking thieves is not high on 
their list of priorities, and 
understandably so in view of the 
requirements of the Home Office 
when career advancement is 
under consideration. 

A second march — the 
infamous Welling Riot — was 
later allowed. Once again, the 
police and politicians knew 
perfectly well what would be the outcome. 
Their own men were deliberately put up to 
be injured in large numbers for political 
purposes, and by their own senior officers 
— albeit following orders. About a dozen 
of the demonstrators later received lengthy 
prison sentences. 

On both occasions a small group was 
chosen to stay in the BNP’s shop during the 
violence. If the building had been left 
empty, as the police wanted, they would 
have allowed it to be burnt down. All sides 
understood this. For about a half hour 
during the second riot, we thought we 
might die when the mob looked set to break 
through police lines. This is life in our free 
country. 

The ‘Great Police Committee Scandal’ 
created something of a stir where I live 
locally. I was publicly unmasked as a 
member of the BNP — something I had not 
attempted to hide — after attending several 
meetings of a working group at the local 
police station — and at the police’s own 
invitation. The local streets were leafleted 
with a standard Trotskyite item claiming 
that I had murdered several million people. 
I don’t actually remember doing this. The 
obligatory petition against my nasty mass 
murder habit circulated among local 


worthies. I argued in the local press for 
‘politically incorrect’ colour-blind 
policing, and the committee chairwoman 
boldly — and correctly — said that my 
conduct had been impeccable. 

Early in 1995,1 took on presenting the 
BNP’s case at the public enquiry into the 
party bookshop. A procession of witnesses 
told stories about friends who had been 
attacked by the wicked BNP. Mysteriously, 
none could name the victims, and none had 
ever complained to the police. The inspector 
hearing the enquiry dryly said that he 
would decide what evidence was taken into 
account. 

A prize witness due to appear was 
Neville Nagler, a leading functionary of 
the Board of Deputies of British Jews. His 
written submission was largely blacked- 
out by the Department of the Environment. 
He thought better of appearing, and did not 
arrive to face the inevitable question about 
why his ‘anti-racist’organisation was not 
fully ‘multi-racial’ — and since it is not 
why the BNP should not run an organisation 
on similar lines. 

Another treat was the appearance of 
someone from the Anti-Nazi League. Faced 
with the fact that a black police officer had 
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been beaten up and hospitalised by left- 
wing demonstrators during the Welling 
riot, she chose to claim that it had never 
happened — drawing some gentle chiding 
from the inspector! 

Yet more pleasure arrived in the person 
of the secretary of the Indian Worker’s 
Association. He was so keen to display his 
opposition to ‘racism’ that he admitted that 
his association would not permit Pakistanis 
or white people to join! With chutzpah of 
that quality, what could white people not 
do? 

At a meeting of the BNP, in 1995,1 was 
introduced as the man who had to pretend 
to enjoy talking to the press. Actually it is 
rather enjoyable in a gruesome way. The 
game of wits. The outwitting. The catching 
off-balance of those who really have no 
idea of what one really believes politically, 
but with a head full of official stereotypes 
of the supposed ‘ultra right’. This is life in 
our free country. 

Towards the end of my spell as 
press officer I spoke at two events of 
which I am rather proud. One came as 
the result of an invitation from a US 
black lady academic to speak to her 
class at the London campus of Grinnell 
College. She wrote me a warm letter of 
thanks afterwards. 

Another, was a trip to Cork to speak at 
the university there. The intention of the 
invitation, as always with universities, was 
to show up the right as the dreadful people 
we supposedly are. The ploy failed when at 
least a third of the audience voted for the 
motion in favour of nationalism which I 
had supported. Yet another invitation to 
speak at Southampton University was 


cancelled on police advice to the university. 
Dangerous dissident moi! 

An invitation to appear on Oxygen , 
the Oxford University radio station, 
was fun. I saw no less a person than 
Bernie Grant MP coming up the stairs 
to the studio. A few minutes later, the 
station said that he had refused to take 
on the confrontation with me which 
had been arranged (without our 
knowledge). The Asian presenters, to 
their considerable credit, were not 
going to be blackmailed. In these 
circumstances, the usual procedure is 
to cancel the BNP’s invitation. Bernie 
went back to London, and I did the 
show myself. 

Some advice to nationalists. Do not 
fall for a trick successfully pulled by 
Trotskyite/Zionist gangs all over the 
country. One or two of the gang shout 
abuse, or damage the property of a 
nationalist, while the others watch. If 
the nationalist responds in any way, 
the gang call the police, and swear that 
their members did nothing wrong, but 
were attacked while innocently standing 
in the street. The police and media may 
be relied on to back them. 

I strongly urge on nationalists the 
following conclusion as to how we should 
present our case, after a great deal of 
experience in putting over the arguments to 
the media. 

The colonial era is over. Following that 
episode, the rational outcome is for races to 
live in dignity within their own countries — 
not to be forced together against their will. 
This is both an honourable position, and 
also, in the best sense, fundamentally anti¬ 


racist. Put that way it is difficult for 
opponents to demonise us, even if they 
disagree. 

This is the approach that we should 
adopt, and one which many people of all 
races will support, moving us out of the 
ghetto of ‘white racial supremacy’, and 
1930s politics, which has dogged our 
movement for too long. We have too easily 
been barracked into labelling ourselves 
‘racists’ within the media definition of 
‘racist’. 

I retired as Press Officer early in 
1996. I can honestly say that no 
journalist ever bested me in debate in 
two-and-a-half years, despite 
employing every dirty trick in the 
manual — trying to shout you down, 
constantly interrupting, misquoting 
past interviews, and so on. Never let 
the facts stand in the way of a good 
story. A story too good to check, and 
so on. 

The whole game is moving on apace. 
Even the products of the production lines at 
Searchlight magazine — curiouser and 
curiouser said Alice — are beginning to be 
questionedby journalists. Since the election 
of Derek Beackon, there has been a huge 
shift in the public mood. A broadly patriotic 
position is no longer seen as strange by the 
public. Nationalism enjoys growing 
acceptance. Nationalists can no longer 
complain of a lack of successful 
contemporary models to follow. Jean Marie 
Le Pen has shown in France just how far an 
intelligent and modern nationalism can 
advance itself. So much has changed since 
that strange and encouraging time in 1993, 
when patriots won a British election. @ 
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POETRY 


Zhe Dutch in the Medway (1664-72) 
By Kudyard Kipling 


If wars were won by feasting, 

Or victory by song, 

Or safety found in sleeping sound. 
How England would be strong! 

But honour and dominion 
Are not maintained so. 

They’re only got by sword and shot, 
And this the Dutchmen know! 

The moneys that should feed us 
You spend on your delight. 

How can you then have sailor-men 
To aid you in your fight? 

Our fish and cheese are rotten 
Which makes the scurvy grow — 

We cannot serve you if we starve, 
And this the Dutchmen know! 

Our ships in every harbour 
Be neither whole nor sound, 

And when we seek to mend a leak, 
No oakum can be found; 

Or, if it is, the caulkers. 

And carpenters also, 

For lack of pay have gone away, 

And this the Dutchmen know! 

Mere powder, guns, and bullets, 

We scarce can get at all; 

Their price was spent in merriment 
And revel at Whitehall, 

While we in tattered doublets 
From ship to ship must row, 
Beseeching friends for odds and ends- 
And this the Dutchmen know! 


No King will heed our warning, 

No Court will pay our claims — 

Our King and Court for their disport 
Do sell the very Thames! 

For, now De Ruyter’s topsails 
Off naked Chatham show. 

We dare not meet him with our fleet — 
And this the Dutchmen know! 



Rudyard Kipling in Indian colonial 
service circa 1880 
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SUCCESS AND FAILURE— 


THE NEW POLITICS AND THE OLD 


TONY LECOMBER IDENTIFIES THE WINNING FACTOR 


The following article is reprinted from 
Spearhead magazine obtainable from 
Albion Press PO Box 117, Welling, Kent 
DA 16 3DW. The article, printed only last 
year, is being reprinted again and expanded 
to clarify several points that arose from it 
and which are of value to the party. 


A ll organisations must 
periodically examine the 
past, the present and all the 
new developments the 
present entails, together 
with those just over the horizon, and make 
a judgement about the future. Additionally, 
through a process known as organisational 
learning, an organisation will itself learn — 
through its members as part of a team and 
through its distinctive organisational culture. 
Not to do so implies stagnation as a result of 
‘missing the boat.’ 

At the turn of the century, the two big 
UK political parties were the Whigs 
(Liberals) and the Tories (Conservatives). 
The Liberals found their position eroded by 
Labour until the latter took office, at which 
time the fortunes of the Liberal Party went 
into long-term decline, with the party 
reaching its nadir in 1970 with just six MPs 
returned to Parliament. 

For too long, nothing within the Liberal 
Party had changed. Then under Jeremy 
Thorpe, who had not long assumed the 
leadership, and continuing under David 
Steel particularly, great changes took place. 
Analyses were made, lessons were learnt 
and the Liberals adopted community politics 
and presented a fresh face to the public. In 
1992 the Liberals (now the Liberal 
Democrats) returned 20 MPs and obtained 
a vote of nearly six million compared to 
Labour’s eleven and a half million votes 
and 271 MPs. Then in 1994, the Liberal 
Democrats surpassed the Tories to become 
the second largest party at local council 
level. From coming within a hairs breadth 
of extinction in 1970, the Liberals have 
come back and are now again a credible 
political force. 

To disparage the remarkable upturn in 
the political fortunes of the Lib-Dems on 


16 


the grounds that they are an establishment 
approved party is to miss the point. They 
were an establishment party during their 
decline and they were an establishment 
party at their nadir, and so they are today. 
That never changed. What changed was 
the employment of fresh tactics and 
fresh presentation. 

Looking abroad, one can see the same 
process at work with the Italian Social 
Movement (MSI). In 1980 the organisation 
was moribund if not actually shrinking 
under the leadership of octogenarian Georgio 



DAVID STEEL: 


A first class manager , he pulled the 
Liberals back from the edge of oblivion 
and turned them into a political force 

Almirante and had been for some years, 
even with proportional representation. At 
the time, the same old stale and unsaleable 
fascism from forty to fifty years previously 
was all that was being peddled. Incredibly, 
this sorry state of affairs continued for 
another eight years, until his replacement 
by Gianfranco Fini. Then, the MSI led by 
Fini exploded into life by shattering the old 
stereotypes of nationalism and presenting a 
new face to the world best exemplified by 
the unlikely looking ‘fascist’ Alessandra 
Mussolini. The reinvigorated MSI grew 
stronger as a consequence and simultaneously 


attracted the support of more and more 
voters, rising from 5.5 per cent under 
Almirante to 20 per cent under Fini. Part of 
this process included renaming the MSI the 
National Alliance, ditching the fascist 
commitment to dictatorship and adopting a 
modern nationalist policy suite. 

In 1995, the National Alliance was 
actually in government — in coalition with 
Silvio Berlusconi, the media tycoon and 
leader of Forza Italia and Umberto Bossi 
leader of the Northern League. While the 
disgrace of Berlusconi led to the fall of that 
government, the time that the National 
Alliance and Gianfranco Fini had to make 
themselves more public led to Fini and the 
National Alliance gaining significantly in 
popularity. 

The National Alliance is not the only 
Nationalist party doing well in Europe. 
Jorg Haider’s Freedom Party in Austria at 
the end of last year polled spectacularly 
well in their elections, polling 28 per cent 
of thevote to pull level with the establishment 
conservative and socialist parties and take 
six seats in the Euro-Parliament — in 
addition to another gain in their national 
Parliament for a total of 42 seats out of 183. 
Again, the Freedom Party is another 
Nationalist party with a distinctly modern 
nationalist flavour. 

In Belgium and in Sweden nationalists 
have over the last few years made notable 
gains, namely the Vlaams Block and the 
Swedish Democrats respectively. Once 
again, both these nationalist parties are of 
the modern stripe presenting thoughtful 
nationalist policies that are all the more 
persuasive because of their common sense 
approach and moderate language. 

Finally, in the role call of successful 
continental nationalist parties there is the 
Front National led by the enigmatic Jean 
Marie Le Pen. Le Pen, more than anyone 
else, has reinvented nationalism for sale to 
the public. All of the modern nationalist 
parties previously mentioned have taken 
their cue from the success of the Front 
National. Le Pen understood back in the 
early 1980s that any association with past 
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nationalist regimes is the kiss of death. Le 
Pen devised a whole new suite of nationalist 
policies that were practicable and had voter 
appeal. Asaresult, Le Pen’s Front National 
is the most successful nationalist party in 
Europe. It is a serious contender for power. 

On continental Europe, Nationalists 
have their act together and present credible 
alternative governments in waiting. 
Nationalists in all these countries, 
particularly Austria, France, Belgium and 
Italy, are on the electoral motorway. It is 
no coincidence that all these nationalists 
are modern nationalists. 

It has been argued that the success of 
continentle nationalists owes much to easier 
conditions on mainland Europe. That, 
however, ignores three things: (1) In the 
mid 1970s during its brief embrace of 
community politics, the National Front 
was the most successful nationalist party in 
the world! Its decline coincided exactly 
with the adoption of ‘street machismo’ and 
Martin Webster’s stupid statement that the 
NF would kick its way into the headlines; 
(2) All of the successful nationalists in 
Europe are modern nationalists. If 
conditions are so easy in Europe, then 
where are the ‘macho nationalists’? The 
answer of course is that the many ‘macho’ 
nationalist parties throughout Europe 
languish in the wake (and deservedly so) of 
their more successful — and modern — 
counterparts; and (3) Gianfranco Fini 
exploded the myth that European 
nationalists succeed because they have it 
easier on the continent. The backward 
looking MSI of 1980 enjoyed the same 
conditions as Fini’s renamed National 
Alliance a year or two later, including P.R. 


Fini’s success stems directly from embracing 
modern nationalism, it is as simple as that. 

Here in Britain, the BNP showed that in 
1993 that we could feasibly join that circle 
of successful European nations where 
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nationalists could win. The BNP achieved 
what the BUF and the NF could not, for all 
the greater size and longevity of those two 
organisations. The BNP won for the very 
good reason that it employed modern 
nationalist methods on an experimental 
basis in Tower Hamlets. 

The architect of this development was 
Mr. Eddy Butler, whose brainchild was the 
Rights for Whites campaign. Even today 
there are some in the party who do not 
understand the concept. It was never a case 
of going on the street and bellowing “Rights 
for Whites” while striking a nationalist 
posture; it was one of actively going into 
the community and talking to people, 
listening to what they had to say and then 
articulating their 
problems, identifying 
solutions and presenting 
those solutions in an 
easily understood form 
that appealed to the 
people. Put simply, it 
was community politics. 

In a separate 
development, but 
crucial to the Millwall 
victory, was the 
development of the 
party’s political 
campaigning strategy 
and tactics. This was 
also done by Eddy 
Butler. It must be said that the party owes 
Eddy a debt that is still not widely enough 
recognised. 

One has to wonder why it has taken 
British Nationalism all this time to find a 


winning formula. The reason for this is 
twofold. The first is intertwined with 
Britain’s lack of political sophistication, 
and the second is an unhealthy obsession to 
look back on the 1930s as a ‘Golden Age’ 
for nationalism both British and foreign. 

Taking the first point, Britain by 
comparison with continental Europe is 
politically unsophisticated. The reasons for 
this include geographic isolation, our 
remaining unconquered for nearly 1,000 
years, and remaining aloof and unscathed 
from various European religious wars and 
revolutions over the last several hundred 
years. Basically, people in Britain could be 
politically nonchalant, even ignorant, and 
yet not get punished for it. On the continent, 
nations which have in living memory 
suffered coups, enemy occupation and 
revolutions are much more politically astute 
and aware. They have to be: they know the 
consequences if they are not. 

A facet of this is political modernisation. 
Continental politics have moved on apace 
since the war, while British establishment 
politics still have one foot stuck in the 
1950s; for nationalists and the far left, the 
dinosaur tendency is even more marked, 
both with a tendency to hark back to the 
1930s with outdated street tactics and 
tendency to physical confrontation, although 
the onus of this lies more with the left than 
onus. On the continent, ‘Euro-communism’ 
replaced the old Stalinism years before it 
did here in Britain, best exemplified with 
the CPGB split and the emergence of 
‘Democratic Left’ — although even now, 
the Socialist Workers Party with its 
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dictatorial Trotskyism is still the dominant 
force on the British left; Social Democracy 
has (maybe) only now come to Britain’s 
Labour party, again years after it happened 
to continental socialist parties. Likewise, 
modern Nationalism, is having its teething 
pangs right now here in Britain with the 
BNP — again years after the Europeans. 

The second obstacle to British 
Nationalists finding a winning formula is 
that some understandably look back to the 
thirties with some nostalgia. As a result, the 
flavour of those times continues to linger 
both in the atmosphere of the party and in 
its tactics. The thirties flavour is, like it or 
not, long past its sell by date and is a 
positive voter turn-off. Most people 
recognise this — even those who would 
describe themselves as national socialists. 

TWIN TRACK ALBATROSS 

The essential feature of the old politics 
of fascism, as opposed to the new politics of 
modern Nationalism is the so-called twin 
track strategy of maintaining a heavy street 
presence to physically impose oneself upon 
various localities — a big voter turn-off. 
Thus in March 1996 Spearhead , one writer 
defending the strategy made the claim that 
it is better at the moment to be able to 
control the streets of a town than its council 
chamber. What arrant nonsense! For what 
purpose? If for publicity to make a name, 
then the BNP has already done that years 
ago. All that kind of talk does is keep the 
BNP a small and isolated sect worshipping 
a long dead God, using long dead 
invocations and rituals, and of course the 
more that people reject such a stance merely 
confirms how right the party is to keep 
them at arms length! It is a self-sustaining 
cycle of rejection — it has got nothing to do 
with politics or with a solution to Britain’s 
present problems. Being able to defend 
party activities, though, is entirely a 
different matter and everyone should 
agree with that. 

Moreover, the twin-track strategy is 
itself flawed. It is flawed for two 
fundamental reasons. The first is structural, 
which is to say social and economic, while 


the other is problematic and intractable. 

Taking these points in turn, there have 
been a number of political movements this 
century which have enjoyed a substantial 
street following. That is to say, a rough and 
ready following of working class men and 
youths prepared physically to back up their 
adopted party, of which they may not 
necessarily have been members (and 
probably didn’t do a lot of work for either), 
but, when the party took to the streets, 
could be relied upon. The BUF is the most 
prominent example to spring to mind, even 
the Communist party of the same era. In 
those days the working class possessed 
numbers. Working-class men and women 
(who are the first to feel the pinch in any 
recession) joined these two organisations in 
vast numbers. In the case of the latter, their 
numbers were sufficient to stop the police 
clearing them out of the way from the route 
of a proposed BUF march along Cable 
Street. In the case of the BUF, numbers to 
hold the largest indoor rally the world, 
even today, has ever seen. 

Following on to the National Front, 
almost exactly the same strategy was tried. 
It was known as ‘march and grow’. What is 
noticeable is that although the numbers the 
Front attracted at its height were 
considerable, they were nowhere near that 
approaching that of the old BUF. British 
society was changing, and the essential 
requirement for radical change — the 
working class — was shrinking. Fifteen 
years after the height of the NF, the BNP 
had both Dewsbury and Bermondsey to its 
credit involving hundreds and hundreds of 
people — two clear ‘street’ victories for the 
party, yet involving even fewer people than 
the Front had years before. The trend 
towards a shrinking working class was even 
more pronounced. The fact is that the 
working class has been getting smaller each 
year since the last war, and parallel with 
that fact is that radical political parties have 
got fewer and fewer bodies onto the streets. 
The trend towards a smaller working class 
continues unabated, and alongside that is 
the fact that the working class is becoming 
proportionately darker with each passing 
year. 

It is of course possible that the 
middle classes will become radicalised 

— and indeed they must be if the BNP 
is to win eventual power. But while it 
may be possible to radicalise the middle 
classes — which will be difficult enough 

— and involve them actively in our 
struggle in sensible political activity, 
any idea that the middle classes can be 
persuaded to pour onto the streets in 
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Austrian Nationalist leader has more than 
forty seats in the national parliament 


massive confrontations, and so make up the 
deficit of a declining working class is just 
ridiculous. 

The other objection to the twin-track 
strategy is the very concept of the twin- 
track strategy itself. 1 myself do not just 
theorise on this point, I have taken part in 
it from 1978 with the NF, through the splits 
of 1979-80 and into the BNP. I was present 
at Dewsbury and I know what was involved 
— I was there for two weeks beforehand and 
I helped to organise it! Likewise, I was at 
Darlington — the essential precursor and 
testing ground for Dewsbury, where BNP 
agit-prop techniques were first developed 
and tested. And I was there again at 
Bermondsey. Indeed, I wrote the activity/ 
battle report for British Nationalist on that 
very event. 

Building a street following, mobilising 
large numbers of young white males and 
then directing them in a desired manner (on 
the street) is not only possible but 
comparatively easy. Making disciplined 
activists/idealogues of them is less so — as 
the BNP found out in late 1993, and early 
1994. 

TWIN TRACK FAILURE 

After September 1993 when the BNP 
won its seat in Mill wall and there was a very 
good chance of increasing its representation 
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in the following May, 
something happened. 

Firstly, the party was 
stabbed in the back by 
the traitors that should 
have supported it, and 
secondly, the ‘radical’ 
street following the 
party had built up 
showed that it was not 
up to the challenge 
that presented itself 
because it could not 
adapt to new ideas and 
a new situation. The 
‘radical’ street 
following couldn’t 
reorientate itself to 
politics, to elections, 
to disciplined activity, 
even to providing 
‘muscle’ for those 
activities, to anything 
in fact that was of any 
use. Basically, when 
the challenge came, 
these people flunked 
it. They walked away and today do precisely 
nothing. The twin track strategy failed. 

The BNP understands that for the party 
to be successful, its activities may on 
occasions have to be defended and its 
democratic rights fought for. And there are 
still plenty of people in the BNP to provide 
the necessary muscle for that. The Front 
National in France occasionally has street 
activities and there are always nearby (just 
in case) a number of minibuses full of fit 
young men ready to defend their party 
colleagues, their party leader, their party 
and the cause for which it stands. The Front 
National is probably the best known of the 
‘respectable’ modern Nationalist parties in 
existence and yet even they understand 
what we also know to be true. Being 
‘respectable’ doesn’t mean being flabby. 
In any case, the BNP will not be 
‘respectable’ until it attracts a country¬ 
wide 10-20 per cent of the vote with localised 
representation and probably not even then. 
More important in the short term at least is 
to be respected as being credible. And if 
acceptability is beyond our grasp because 
an establishment media will not bestow it 
upon us, what is in our power is to become 
accepted as a part of British political life — 
whether the establishment likes it or not! 
That does indeed mean having the necessary 
muscle to defend party activities, but it 
does not primarily mean recruiting the kind 
of non-thinking meat-head/fantasist that so 
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NATIONALIST MASS RALLY IN ITALY 

Success doesn’t mean having to abandon demonstrations indefinately. This mass show of support was called 
by Fini in defence of the Italian state against the secessionists. The whole question is one ofpolitical benefit. 


badly let the party down before when the 
challenge came after Millwall. But it also 
means that the party needs to embrace the 
new politics and to be serious with it. 
Obviously, not every recruit can be an 
Newton or a Galileo. Allowances have to 
be made for that and methods adopted to: 
(a)retain them, because everyone can offer 
something to our party and muscle is always 
useful and; (b)educate them with our 
ideology and tactics. Clearly, the Front 
National has managed this and I see no 
reason why we cannot do the same. Special 
seminars and an expansion of the Ste warding 
Group, thus providing greater discipline, 
could well be avenues used to achieve this. 

One thing should be made quite clear: 
modern nationalism is not the same as 
‘populism’ — the selling out of principles. 
That is not what anyone has proposed. We 
need only look at the National Democrats 
(the renamed ex-NF), which have in the 
race for respectability lost the very meaning 
and defining principle of racial-nationalism, 
that of re-creating a mono-racial nation; 
which, in the final analysis can only be 
achieved by compulsory repatriation — a 
policy rejected by the National Democrats. 
Such populism will lead nowhere since a 
party of no principles will lose its idealists, 
attract no new idealists to replace them and 
be left second best to various kosher sell¬ 
outs, of which the New Britain Party also 
immediately springs to mind (It wants ethnic 


minorities to integrate and its candidates have 
Asian wives!). People who make claims of 
populism within the BNP either do so as a 
dirt slinging exercise to defend the failed 
tactics of the past, or because they confuse 
political principle with stridency. 

The fact is that the BNP in Tower 
Hamlets led the way in political tactics and 
experimentation from 1990-1993 and 
adopted modern Nationalism. I personally 
know about it, I was there; I saw it happen 
and I liked what I saw. And because most 
London activists experienced at some time 
(in one degree or another) what was 
happening in that area, those that had a 
brain to think about the experience — 
were excited by: (a)The new tactics offered 
and; (b)The possibilities and rewards 
resulting. 

It is a fact which no one can deny that, 
until Tower Hamlets BNP adopted modern 
Nationalism, Nationalism had failed to win 
a single seat anywhere in the country in a 
straight election. 

It is also a fact, as said before, that all 
the successful nationalist parties in Europe 
are modern Nationalist parties. These facts 
are no coincidence. It is not just a matter of 
special conditions on the continent — Fini’s 
experience with the MSI shows that. There 
is a new way of doing things, a new 
politics — we discovered that at Millwall. 
The new politics mean success, the old 
mean failure. (0 

1 9 











STRATEGY 


60 YEARS OF NATIONALISM 

STRATEGIES ANALYSED (part 1) By Jack Truman 


T he Nationalist Cause has many 
questions to ask itself. If, as 
the song goes, English football 
has suffered thirty years of hurt, 
how many years of hurt have 
we had? How much success has Nationalism 
enjoyed in Britain from the days of Mosley 
to now? Do we enjoy the luxury of being 
able to sit back and play a waiting game? I 
don’t think many of you will say yes to that 
one. But what is the solution to this 
problem? First let’s take an honest look at 
our track record. Put aside our own 
propaganda, step back and honestly 
reappraise what we have been doing. 

Is it all the ‘British people’s’ fault? 
Have hidden malevolent forces thwarted 
our most sophisticated moves at every 
turn? Our ‘things’ just not bad enough? Do 
we just have to wait for the inevitable 
collapse of the system for our new age to 
dawn? Or is it perhaps very largely our own 
fault that we have been so strikingly 
unsuccessful? 

After the Battle of Waterloo, the Duke 
of Wellington said of Napoleon’s tactics, 
“He just moved forward in the old style, 
and was driven off in the old style.” 


Wellington also said of that battle that it 
was “the nearest run thing you ever saw in 
your life.” Well, as we shall see, 
Nationalism has always gone forward in 
the same old way, and been defeated. 
Unfortunately it has never been a near run 
thing. 

MOSLEY 

I’ll start with Oswald Mosley’s British 
Union of Fascists. What did it achieve, 
why did it fail, and how is it remembered 
in Nationalist circles today? 

The BUF was formed in 1932 in direct 
imitation of the Italian Fascist Party, which 
had been in power under Mussolini since 
1922. The imitation went further than just 
adopting the name Fascist, a term which 
has no British lineage. The BUF came 
complete with the Roman salute and black 
uniforms. Mosley was impressed by what 
he regarded as the modern movement of 
Fascism. However, he did not realise (as 
Mussolini did) that Fascism was not for 
export. Every nation must find it’s own 
expression of political nationalism — 
otherwise it is a contradiction of itself. 
Mosley committed a cardinal error in 


establishing an overtly patriotic organisation 
that openly aped an Italian model. From 
the outset, the BUF was not moulded to suit 
the British national character. This error 
was later compounded when Mosley became 
enamoured with Hitler, and amended his 
party’s name in 1936 (to the British Union 
of Fascists and National Socialists). Open 
anti-Semitism was also ‘borrowed’, partly 
as a result of anti-alien agitation by the 
BUF in the East End of London, but also 
due to a desire for ideological conformity 
with what was going on in Germany. As 
time went on, the realisation that the BUF 
was seen as a pale imitation of its continental 
cousins, led to an attempt to popularise the 
shortened form of ‘British Union’ as its 
name. It is a pity that this was not acted 
upon in the first instance. * 

Ironically, for all the BUF’s 
‘foreignness’, some of the most impressive 
work in establishing the British roots of 
popular nationalism was carried out in 
BUF publications. However, this was not 
the most immediate impression people had 
of the organisation. 

THE BIG EVENT 

The BUF had a constant desire to hold 
large scale set piece activities to show case 
the party. The first of these was held at the 
Albert Hall in April 1934. There was no 
trouble, and the event was a great success. 
This was followed by a well-publicised 
rally at Olympia in June. A capacity crowd 
of 15,000 turned up, including many 
influential ‘society’ figures. Unfortunately 
the Reds showed up as well to smash the 
rally. The Reds were totally unsuccessful, 
and numerous hecklers were ejected. 
However, far from being an event which 
was designed to highlight the discipline 
and order of Fascism and promote Mosley’s 
sensible economic policies, Olympia was 
remembered for the violence. Although 
British politics was certainly carried out in 
a more disorderly environment in the 1930’s 
than today, there was nothing to compare 
with the politicalviolence that occurred in 
Italy and Germany prior to the success of 
Fascism and National Socialism. Part of 
the appeal of these movements was that 
they represented order in the face of Red 
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CABLE STREET: The BUF was not 'smashed'nor was the violence of its own making. 
It was nevertheless disastrous in establishing in the public mind BUF-violence. 


chaos. In Britain, the BUF’s activities 
were the primary cause of political disorder, 
and indeed the cause of the passing of the 
1936 Public Order Act. 

Although the BUF only responded to 
Red attacks upon it, this was not the point. 
The media always portrayed the BUF as the 
bully boys. The fact that this was not true 
is no defence at the bar of history, where 
the only matter of significance is success or 
failure, victory or defeat. It cannot be 
seriously disputed that the strong association 
of the BUF with violence only did Mosley’s 
movement immense harm. Nor can it be 
seriously disputed that the BUF often 
relished the chance to engage in close 
combat with the far left. After Olympia, 
the BUF did not shy away from the big 
well-publicised event. These events were 
an open invitation to the Reds to cause 
trouble. The most famous example was the 
so-called Battle of Cable Street in 1936. 
What is significant is not what actually 
happened at Cable Street and its aftermath, 
but what the perceptions of those outside 
the East End were. We know that the BUF 
held many more local marches all round 
the East End after Cable Street. But the 
BUF was operating under virtual media 
censorship, so no one outside the East End 
knew. 

Confrontation with the Reds became a 
point of honour. Tory politicians meekly 
backed down rather than have their meetings 
disrupted (which frequently happened). 
But the BUF was made of stronger stuff — 
‘if the Reds want it, we’ll give it to them’. 
And so political nationalism came to see 
itself as locked into a life and death struggle 
with the extreme left, while the great 
British public was left to look on as bemused 
spectators. (Does this sound familiar yet?) 

Did the BUF have any alternative? 
Certainly. As already mentioned, numerous 
local marches were held by the BUF in the 
East End and indeed throughout the country. 
Most of these passed off peacefully. Where 
there was trouble it was localised, and did 
not attract widespread attention. It was 
always the big event which backfired. The 
big event which was forced by pride upon 
the BUF. For surely that was part of the 
mystique of fascism — the big gesture, the 
big headline, the flags, the strength — the 
Holy Grail which British Nationalism has 
been chasing after ever since. 

MARKS OUT OF TEN 

The BUF started out with many 
advantages. Financed by Mosley’s 
considerable personal fortune, and boosted 
by his political stature (as an ex-Labour 
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minister) the new party initially attracted 
considerable support, most notably from 
the Daily Mail , then owned by Lord 
Rothermere. However, once violence 
became closely associated with the BUF, 
most of the ‘respectable’ types distanced 
themselves. Mosley’s allure could attract 
such names such as the writers Henry 
Williamson, Wyndham Lewis and Raven 
Thomson, the respected military historian 
Major-General JFC Fuller, the ex-world 
welterweight boxing champ (and Jew) Ted 
‘Kid’ Lewis, ex-British heavyweight champ 
Joe Beckett, and the land speed record 
holder Sir Malcolm Campbell, to name 
just a few. 

The war, and the dark shadow that has 
been cast over nationalist politics had 
(obviously) not yet taken place. The 1930’s 
was a period of considerable economic* 
depression, and Britain was led by a 
lacklustre National Government coalition. 
The opportunities were there for a vigorous 
nationalist alternative, sustained by the 
example of the then peaceful regimes in 
Italy and Germany, yet not slavish 
imitations of them. There were not the 
distractions of television and other leisure 
time pursuits which act as an opiate upon 
the masses in the 1990s. Membership of 
political parties was more common amongst 
the population than it is now. This 
undoubtedly is the major factor which 
allowed Mosley to enjoy had a larger 
organisation than any of the successor 
parties up to this date. 

Yet what did the BUF achieve in 


real terms. How close did it come? The 
answer is that they got absolutely 
nowhere. The BUF was probably the 
least successful ‘Right-wing’ (or 
whatever else you might want to call 
it) group in prewar Europe. If a 
measure is done by any standard except 
membership rolls alone (which is not a 
fair basis of comparison for the reasons 
given above), then both the National 
Front of the 1970s and the BNP of the 
early 1990s surpassed it. After 
investing a considerable part of their 
energy in the East End of London, the 
BUF was only able to score an average 
of 19% of the vote in the 1937 London 
County Council Elections. Outside the 
East End the BUF electoral results 
were embarrassingly pathetic. After 
promising to fight 100 seats in the 
1935 election, Mosley pulled out of it 
altogether, promising ‘Fascism next 
time’. The BUF never engaged itself 
properly in the political process. It 
was always something of a Boys Club 
play acting at politics. 

There is a myth that the only thing that 
stopped Mosley was the outbreak of war. 
The evidence cited is the growth of the 
BUF in 1939, particularly a mass meeting 
at Earl’s Court of around 30,000 people in 
July of that year, the European record at 
that time for an indoor political meeting. 
However, the primary appeal of the BUF 
in this period was that it was antiwar. If 
there had not been the danger of war, this 
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growth surge would not have taken place. 

Finally the BUF provided its post war 
successors with a martyrology, when many 
activists were locked up without trial in 
concentration camps under 18B. So not 
only did the advent of war prevent the 
seizure of power by the BUF, but our 
enemies also used the war as an excuse to 
cage their political opponents. No matter 
that the very first casualties in the war were 
members of the BUF serving with the 
RAF. No matter that nearly all BUF 
members were willing to loyally serve 
their country, notwithstanding their 
political opposition to the war. Their only 
crime was patriotism’? No, their only crime 
was in not establishing a more effective 
political organisation, which might 
genuinely have challenged for power, 
stopped the war from happening, and saved 
us all from the torment of living in a multi- 
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racial cesspit. 

...THE REST WILL FOLLOW 

Until the mid 1960s, the Nationalist 
camp was divided into three general 
tendencies. First there was the Union 
Movement, which Mosley formed in 1948. 
This party was a strange mix of racial 
patriotism with a belief in a close European 
political union. Mosley’s ideas on Europe 
were certainly innovative, and may still 
have some merit to them. However, a 
patriotic movement based on the surrender 
of sovereignty is never likely to catch on, 
and so it proved. A number of rallies and 
marches were held, some rowdy some 
peaceful, but it was all small beer compared 
to the prewar BUF. The highpoint of the 
UM’s activities was an election in North 
Kensington in 1959, when Mosley himself 
polled 8%. This result, gained at the time 
of the racial disturbances in nearby Notting 
Hill stands up well in comparison with 
other nationalist parliamentary election 
results. However Mosley and the UM made 
the error of claiming (with little justification 
beyond their own paranoia) that their votes 
had been tampered with. Yet again the 
establishment had conspired to prevent 
Mosley from taking up his rightful position 
at the helm of British affairs. And a new 
myth was started — ‘they’ will always cheat 
to keep us out — remember what happened 
at North Kensington. Mosley went further 
in attempting to explain away his defeat by 
establishing yet another persistent myth. 
Namely that we can only win when society 
is faced with collapse. For those of a more 
excitable temperament the lesson was clear 
— why bother with constitutional politics, 
when the establishment will always cheat, 
and in any case society is not in yet ready 
for revolutionary politics. And this leads 
me rather neatly to the second of the post 
war tendencies. 

COSTUME DRAMA 

In the 1920s and 30s, there was another 
leader on the far right called Arnold Leese. 
He regarded Mosley as a dangerous 
moderate and promoted the cause of real 
National Socialism. After the war he became 
the guru of a number of people, who also 
tended to like dressing up in fancy uniforms, 
the better to show off their dashing figures. 
Strangely enough, Britain became the home 
to the most puristic National Socialists in 
the world — with the possible exception of 
George Lincoln Rockwell (that well-worn 
phrase ‘More German than the Nazis’ 
springs to mind). What is not so strange is 
that these zealots achieved precisely nothing 


with their revolutionary posturing, except 
occasional prison sentences. Unfortunately, 
this did not burn itself deeply enough into 
the mythology of nationalism, and others 
have since gone on to propose war against 
the state as the most fruitful area of activity 
for nationalism to engage in. But more of 
that later. 

The last of the three tendencies were 
those who sought refuge in the fringes of 
the Tory party, the most notable ginger 
group being the League of Empire 
Loyalists. In the immediate aftermath of 
the war, many genuine nationalists were 
understandably reluctant to involve 
themselves in an organisation which had 
national socialist or fascist tendencies. 

So for the twenty years following the 
war, nationalism had not much to show for 
itself, save a few punch ups at Trafalgar 
Square, the odd riot, several unsuccessful 
electoral forays and a brace of convictions 
for sub-revolutionary activity. 

A MOMENT OF SANITY 

By the mid-1960s things started to 
change. From various strands connected to 
the above mentioned tendencies, a small 
serious nationalist party was formed called, 
strangely enough, the British National 
Party. The catalyst for this new approach 
was undoubtedly the growing menace of 
multi-racialism, with the high levels of 
immigration that followed the passing of 
the British Nationality Act in 1947. One of 
the areas most immediately affected by 
immigration was the district of Southall in 
west London, where large numbers of 
Asians began to settle. In response to this, 
a group called the Southall Residents 
Association was formed, which aimed to 
pressurise the local council into purchasing 
vacant property to prevent it from falling 
into immigrant hands. The SRA also gave 
backing to British National Party candidates 
in local elections in the early 1960s. In 
1966, two Labour councillors were expelled 
from the local Labour group for supporting 
a move to insist that immigrants should be 
resident for fifteen years before being 
eligible for council housing. Before long, 
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the SRA had a block of six councillors. By 
this stage the SRA had given up hope of 
lobbying the established parties and stood 
in elections in certain wards in their own 
right. In other wards the SRA continued to 
support BNP candidates who polled up to 
20% themselves. In 1968, in Glebe and 
Northcote wards in the Borough of Ealing, 
the SRA succeeded in getting two 
councillors reelected. By now the SRA had 
transferred its political support to the new 
National Front. The SRA lost control of 
these wards in 1971, by which time the 
growing Asian vote began to tell. We all 
know what sort of a place Southall is now! 
Nevertheless, an important lesson was here 
to be seen, if only someone in the 
Nationalist camp had taken greater notice. 
Community involvement had produced 
tangible results. Real success. The SRA 
was a local group with a limited agenda. 
How much more could be achieved by a 
nationwide body with a coherent ideology, 
that adopted the strategy of working within 
to coordinate the opposition to the first 
immigrant invasions? Unfortunately, 
nationalism then, as always, was more 
interested in the flamboyant big event. 
Who now remembers these events in 
Southall of thirty years ago? The successes 
gained by the Southall Residents 
Association pointed the way ahead. But 
this message was lost, just as Southall was 
lost to Anglo-Saxondom. 

I will interrupt the chronology a moment 
and step back briefly to the 1930s. The 
BUF did in fact have one electoral victory. 
This one tangible success is seldom 
mentioned or even known about. The events 
at Cable Street and Olympia so dominate 
the memory of the BUF even within 
nationalism. In the rural district of Eye, in 
Suffolk, BUF man Ron Creasy was actually 
elected as a councillor. This was achieved 
by local involvement in agricultural disputes 
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such as the Tithe war’ and rent strikes. 
Without glamourous shows of strength, 
the local BUF engaged with the local 
community. What might have been 
achieved if such tactics had been adopted 
on a more widespread basis? The victory in 
Eye does not neatly fit into the overall 
picture of the BUF, to both those who are 
hostile to it and to those who are favourable. 
The election of a councillor in a rural area 
is so out of context to the general view of 
the period. It was against the run of play. 
Nationalists must look at themselves to ask 
why they become so mesmerised by the 
bloodcurdling events which only 
contributed the BUF’s demise. 

THE NATIONAL FRONT 

The National Front was formed in 
February 1967, as a merger between the 
League of Empire Loyalists and the British 
National Party. Various other groups, such 
as the Greater Britain Movement, and 
sections of the Racial Preservation Society 
also joined up. But even then it did not 
represent nationalist unity completely. 
There were still ‘moderate’ groups such as 
the National Democratic Party, and hard¬ 
line groups such as the National Socialist 
Movement led by Arnold Lease fan Colin 
Jordan (which went on to become the 
British Movement). These groups did not 
form part of the Front because they either 
had their own pretensions for success or 
because they were regarded as too extreme. 
The Union Movement also stayed aloof, 
with an aging Mosley waiting in France for 
the inevitable collapse of the system and 
the call to power! 

The NF’s first leader, or National 
Director, was AK Chesterton, an ex¬ 
member of the BUF, but one with 
thoroughly ‘British’ credentials. Indeed 
the NF can be seen as the first genuine 
attempt to articulate a form of popular 
nationalism that was totally rooted in British 
soil. Unfortunately, with so many people 
from formerly different groups thrown 
together, petty little power struggles soon 
developed, and indeed became the hallmark 
of the NF throughout its history. These 
initial problems were never ironed out at 
the beginning due to the peculiar nature of 
AK Chesterton’s leadership style. AK 
Chesterton had the most personal power of 
any NF leader. Although he was elected 
leader (usually unopposed due to the natural 
authority he had, and because there was no 
obvious rival who could unite all factions), 
he could appoint his own Directorate. 
Unfortunately, AK Chesterton was also a 
supreme leader who spent half the year in 


South Africa, partly for health reasons due 
to his advanced years. Clearly a new party, 
which was attempting energetically to lead 
the British people in opposition to the 
rising tide of immigration, could not be led 
in such a fashion. Whenever Chesterton 
was away, all hell would break loose with 
the rival factions vieing for control of the 
party in the leader ’ s absence. Things finally 
came to a head in when one group tried to 
expel a rival faction, and Chesterton 
resigned in disgust. An Emergency General 
meeting was convened in February 1971 
and the post of National Director was 
abolished. In its stead, the post of Chairman 
of the Directorate was introduced. The 
first Chairman was called John O’Brien. 
As O’Brien was not as well respected, and 
to keep the factions together, the new 
constitution which was adopted at the EGM, 
created an elected directorate of twenty 
members, that appointed the Chairman 
(now O’Brien) from within its own ranks. 
Without being directly elected, the 
Chairman was reliant on maintaining 
majority support among the Directorate. 
The only control the membership had over 
who was to lead the NF was in the elections 
that took place at the Annual General 
Meetings. The Directorate would be elected 
by those present at the AGM, the new 
directorate would then retire and chose the 
Chairman from among their own number. 
This enshrined within the National Front’s 
constitution one of the main causes of the 
factionalism which marked its history. It 
was a constitution which leant itself to 
internal politicking — unfortunately the 
senior members of the NF never rose above 
it. 

THE FIRST SPLIT 

Instead of cementing a new spirit of 
unity, O ’ Brien attempted to use his position 
as Chairman to expel those he saw as rivals. 
However, the rival’s group had been leading 
the NF’s increasingly successful public 
campaigns, andasaresultO’Brien’s support 
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on the directorate dwindled. Seeing that he 
could not force a change to his liking, in 
July 1972, O’Brien resigned and urged all 
members of the NF to join the new National 
Independence Party. Few did. The man to 
take over the leadership of the National 
Front at this stage was John Tyndall. His 
main lieutenant was Martin Webster, who 
O ’ Brien had been unsuccessfully attempting 
to expel. It was these two, Webster and 
Tyndall, who were together to lead the NF 
to its greatest period of success, which 
came to a dramatic end in 1979. 

Both Tyndall and Webster had been 
involved in the Nationalist scene for some 
time. Tyndall had been around since the 
mid 1950s, and had once been a close ally 
of Colin Jordan. Latterly he had led the 
small Greater Britain Movement. He 
provoked some opposition within the 
nationalist cause due to his past associations 
with overt Nazism. Webster provoked 
opposition due to his barely concealed 
homosexuality. This character trait was a 
tragedy, as it is undoubtedly true that 
Webster was one of the most talented 
people to emerge within the ranks of British 
nationalism. 

The early 1970s were a favourable time 
for nationalism. Ever since his ‘Rivers of 
Blood’ speech in 1967, Enoch Powell had 
put the issue of race on the national agenda. 
The Tory Prime Minister Ted Heath, was 
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in trouble with his right wing due to his 
mismanagement of the economy and his 
pushing of Britain into the European 
Common Market, which finally happened 
in 1973. Furthermore, in 1972 a large 
influx of new immigrants arrived — the 
Ugandan Asians. If the right tactics were 
adopted there was every chance for rapid 
growth, and that is what happened. 

From the start the National Front was 
based on activism. Literally millions of 
leaflets were distributed. Furthermore 
imaginative headline grabbing stunts were 
organised — such as picketing Heathrow 
Airport when the Ugandan Asians started 
to arrive. The NF also involved itself with 
spontaneous demonstrations such as the 
famous Smithfield Meat Porters march 
against the Ugandan Asians. At the same 
time the NF did not neglect cultivating the 
right wing of the Tory Party, particularly 
the Monday Club, and also various 
independent pressure groups. For example 
the British Campaign to Stop Immigration 
and the Leicester based Anti-Immigration 
Movement. The BCSI had a strong 
following in and Lancashire and Yorkshire, 
where they polled well in local elections in 
Bradford. In the Rochdale by-election of 
October 1972, the BCSI had polled a 
healthy 8.9%. The BCSI and AIM joined 
the NF wholesale towards the end of 1972. 
The great electoral strides made in Leicester 
in the following years were the direct result 
of the involvement of the local NF branch 
with a community-based pressure group. 

The first sign that all this activity was 
starting to bear fruit was the Uxbridge by- 
election in December 1972, when the NF 
polled 8.2% despite the intervention of 
Union Movement, National Independence 
Party and anti EEC Tory vote splitters 
(who together took a further 5 %). This was 
followed by Martin Webster ’ s famous saved 
deposit with 16% in the West Bromwich 
by-election and a series of excellent local 
election results, particularly in Leicester, 


Nottingham, Bristol, Stains, Dartford and 
Blackburn, all in 1973. The NF also 
involved itself in race related trade disputes 
such as that involving the Mansfield 
Hosiery Workers in 1973, and at the 
Imperial Typewriters factory in Leicester 
in 1974. The NF really seemed to be taking 
off, by involving itself in a whole range of 
popular local campaigns. Membership 
figures soared. 

THE WATERSHED — 1974 

1974 was by any indicator a highly 
successful year for the National Front. Still 
greater triumphs were to come in the 
following years. And yet 1974 can also be 
seen as the beginning of the end. 

The General Election held on February 
1974, saw the NF fielding 54 candidates, 
an unprecedented number for a nationalist 
party, and the first time that the magic fifty 
barrier was broken which meant that the 
NF would have a Party Political Broadcast. 
The NF candidates polled an average of 
3.3 %. This was followed by another great 
by-election success in May in Newham 
South, where the NF polled 11.5% after 
being involved in trade disputes involving 
the local Tate and Lyle sugar factory. As 
no party had a Parliamentary majority, 
another General Election was held in 
October 1974. By a major effort the NF 
fielded 90 candidates, polling an average 
of 3.1 %. These may not seem much, but 
are in fact the best General Election 
performances by any Nationalist party. 
Votes always decline in General Elections 
due to the two main parties squeezing out 
all opposition, and the mid-1970s was also 
a period of Liberal revival. In October 
1974, not only did the NF have to redouble 
its efforts, with two General Elections in 
one year, but it managed to field more 
candidates than in February, and the vote 
only went down a shade. And the reduction 
in vote can be put down almost entirely on 
the fact that the Liberals contested virtually 
every seat in October, whereas the NF had 
a three way fight in many seats in February. 

All in all, the NF had much to 
congratulate itself with. The NF had made 
itself a household name, not as Martin 
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The NF glorify the riot at Red Lion Square . In fact , the two sides didn’t even see each other. 

Much more important work was done in Newham South but that wasn’t promoted nearly as much by the NF as Red Lion Sq. 


Webster was to claim by “kicking it’s way 
into the headlines”, but through legitimate 
political activity across a whole range of 
popular issues. 

This is not to say that there was no 
rowdyism at all. Ever since the formation 
of the NF, there had been a low intensity 
war waged against NF personnel by Jewish 
Communist gangs such as the 62 Group (an 
offshoot from the 43 Group which had 
been set up to oppose the UM in the 1950s). 
Interestingly enough, the 62 Group was 
named after an earlier vicious attack by 
Communists upon a nationalist rally in 
Trafalgar Square in 1962. However no 
large scale public disorder had ever 
accompanied NF activities up to this time 
even though numerous marches and 
demonstrations had taken place. 1974 saw 
another change. It happened in the June of 
that year. As a large NF march approached 
Conway Hall near Holborn in Central 
London, a collection of Reds, united under 
the name ‘Liberation’ attacked the police 
at Red Lion Square. The NF did not get bad 
publicity from the event as it was so obvious 
that the Reds were the instigators and the 
NF marchers were not involved in any 
disturbance at all. However the tempo was 
changing. Red Lion Square went down in 
Nationalist mythology — the election result 
in Newham South has been forgotten. 


disappeared after 1974, and which had 
barely been noticed before that. They were 
a small outfit with very similar policies to 
the NF. However in Tottenham they had 
one good unit, led by Michael Cooney. 
Now Cooney stood for his local ward, 
Tottenham South in the 1971 local elections 
and gained a highly respectable 25 %. He 
stood for Tottenham in the GLC elections 
of May 1973 and gained 20.3% over the 
whole constituency. In October 1973 he 
stood in a by-election for Tottenham South 
and gained an even better 35.4% (an NF 
candidate also got 2%). In February 1974, 
Cooney was the sole General Election 
candidate of the National Independence 
party, and not surprisingly he stood for 
Tottenham where he polled 4.4%, 
compared to the NF candidate who polled 
4.1 %. In June 1974, in the local elections, 
guess what? Cooney got himself elected in 
the otherwise safe Labour ward of Tottenham 
South. He was not that far off getting his 
running mate also elected for this two- 
member ward. Surprisingly, Cooney did 
not bother standing in the October General 
Election when the NF vote went up to 
8.3 %, almost the exact combined NF/NIP 
vote from February, which shows that 
Cooney’s vote was a nationalist vote. As a 
postscript, after the NIP disappeared 
Cooney stood as a Residents candidate in 
1978 but lost. By 1980, he had become a 
Conservative like many other nationalists 
attracted to the false glow of Thatcherism. 
He came within a whisker of regaining his 
seat in a by-election in that year, but finally 
won it back in 1982 as a semi-independent 
Conservative councillor. He narrowly lost 
in 1986 and again in 1990. He did not 
contest the ward again, which in Cooney’s 
absence has returned to being a safe Labour 
seat. 


Martin Webster still remembered 
Cooney with characteristic bitchiness, 
nearly ten years after Cooney’s initial 
triumph. Webster put Cooney’s victory 
down to the fact that he ran a sub-post 
office and he conned all the old ladies into 
believing that he was personally giving 
them their pensions! Webster for all his 
skills, never grasped the verities of 
community-based politics. For here we see 
again the same lesson from Eye and 
Southall. Getting involved and 
sympathising with the local community 
gets results — nationalism can win. 

Some nationalists will sneer at this tale 
— regarding Cooney as a Tory sellout. But 
Cooney was involved in his ward for around 
twenty years. He was no dilettante. His 
first political involvement, that I have been 
able to trace, was contesting a Parliamentary 
by-election in December 1969 in 
Wellingborough, Northamptonshire. 
Cooney stood as an Independent Anti- 
Common Market and Anti-Immigration 
candidate, and he polled a creditable 5.8%. 
How many ‘highly motivated hard line’ 
nationalists can rival his track record? The 
cold blooded practicalities of what 
happened is all that is of significance. 
Cooney’s victory in 1974 gave the same 
lesson as a close examination of the NF’s 
record at the same time shows, for the NF’s 
best branches were those that had established 
a strong rapport with the people amongst 
whom they operated. 

THE STING IN THE TAIL 

I have not finished with 1974 yet — oh 
no. 

When John Tyndall became Chairman 
of the Directorate in July 1972, he was 
saddled from the outset with a constitution 


‘NOT A LOT OF PEOPLE 
KNOW THAT’ 

There is another highly significant but 
forgotten event in this fateful year, and one 
that has been buried deeper than the Newham 
South by-election. It all happened in 
Tottenham, north London. 

I have had cause to mention the little 
known group called the National 
Independence Party, a group which 
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Early marches by the NF did a lot of good. The problem came when conditions changed 
and the leadership — principally Martin Webster as National Activities Organiser— was 
unable y or unwilling to meet the new challenge and adapt. 


which encouraged factionalism. However, 
any move by him to strengthen the position 
of the Chairman would have potentially 
caused great discontent, with cries of 
dictatorship and the like. He had to balance 
the various forces within the NF while 
helping the party grow and challenge the 
establishment. 

I have said that the General Election 
results of 1974 were a cause for cheer. 
However not all saw it that way. 
Encouraged by local government and by- 
election results, some were disappointed 
by the average votes of 3.3 and 3.1%. This 
and the ambition of some newcomers to the 
Nationalist cause, added to the unstable 
constitutional set up, led to a coup from 
within the Directorate to replace John 
Tyndall as Chairman. 

A few days after the October General 
Election, the results of the Directorate 
elections came through. The previous year 
a Constitutional Amendment resulted in a 
postal ballot for the Directorate instead of 
voting by those who attend the AGM. The 
AGM had in any case been postponed to 
January due to the elections. The new 
Directorate met and promptly elected John 
Kingsley Read as Chairman on the casting 
vote of the acting Chairman of the meeting. 

The Blackburn-based Kingsley Read 
had joined the NF in late 1972 from the 
Conservative party. His supporters on the 
Directorate were a mixture of ex-Tories 
who opposed Tyndall due to his Nazi 
associations and juvenile ‘radicals’ who 
were preaching a left-wing brand of 



JOHN KINGSLEY READ: 

Won elected office for the National Party 



nationalism (commonly known as 
Strasserism — after a Nazi opponent of 
Hitler’s). Ironically the Strasserites aligned 
themselves with the Tory-types as they 
believed that Tyndall was about to ‘sellout’ 
the NF to Toryism! Or that was their story. 
Others joined this divided faction to avenge 
past personal disagreements. The only thing 
which united them was opposition to 
Tyndall. The only thing which made their 
faction possible was the constitutional set 
up of the Directorate. The only thing 
which allowed them to win was that voting 
was by ballot and the Chairman was not 
selected in front of the members at the 
AGM. Luckily for the new regime the 
AGM had been postponed due to the 
elections, which allowed them time to 
present the membership with a fait 
accompli. The previous leadership had not 
been prepared for the coup as it had been 
too busy organising the NF during the 
hectic campaigning that went on in 1974. 

And so the fateful year of 1974 ended, 
in acrimony and division. The result was 
that 1975 was a wasted year, dominated by 
infighting. The only major effort was 
involvement in the EEC Referendum in 
June. By the end of 1975, the internal 
disputes came to a head. Kingsley Read and 
his nine supporters on the Directorate 
attempted to expel Tyndall and suspend his 
nine supporters, by using the Chairman’s 
casting vote. This fell down when a Kingsley 
Read supporter abstained and then resigned 
from the Directorate. Meanwhile Tyndall 
had obtained a High Court injunction 
preventing the expulsions as 
unconstitutional. Kingsley Read and Co. 
reacted by defecting and setting up the 
National Party. This makes it all the more 
amazing that 1976 was the most successful 
in the history of Nationalism in Britain — 


and yet, and yet, what might have been.... 

MORE ELECTION SUCCESS 

In January 1976, John Tyndall was 
back in charge of the NF as Chairman of 
the Directorate. In comparison to the 
previous year, 1976 was a year of frenzied 
activity, as both the NF and the National 
Party strove to outdo each other. The 
political situation was also favourable with 
increased racial tensions and the arrival of 
a new wave of immigrants in the shape of 
the Malawi Asians. 

The local elections in May produced an 
astonishing set of results. In Blackburn 
Kingsley Read and a colleague were elected 
as councillors for St Thomas’s and St 
Jude’s wards and one other candidate came 
within 12 votes of getting elected. (With 
typical bad grace, the NF put this down to 
Kingsley Read doing a squalid deal with 
the local Tories not to stand against him in 
these wards — but this sort of horse trading 
should be part and parcel of the political 
process — furthermore it ignores the good 
work done by the National Party in 
cultivating local residents and community 
groups). The NF stood 176 candidates 
nationwide, half of whom polled over 10% 
of the vote. In Leicester a full slate of 48 
candidates stood and polled over 15,000 
votes which was 18.5% of the total. One 
candidate in Abbey ward came within 63 
votes of getting elected. In immigrant 
infested Bradford, all but one vacancy was 
contested, and the NF gained over 10% of 
the total vote. 

At this time the NF was routinely putting 
out 250,000 leaflets a month and selling 
nearly 40,000 copies of the new newspaper 
‘National Front News’. 6,000 copies were 
sold door-to-door in Leicester alone — it 
was this sort of local work that produced 
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the results. 

In July the NF polled 3,255 votes 
(6.6%) in the Thurrock Parliamentary by- 
election, an excellent result in an area 
where there was no branch beforehand. 
Also in July was the Deptford local council 
by-election. Labour won with 44%, yet 
the combined Nationalist vote was 44.4 %. 
Tragically the vote was split. The National 
Party had a few areas of local strength, 
such as Lancashire, North London and 
South East London — which is where 
Deptford can be found. The NF candidate 
(Richard Edmonds strangely enough) polled 
less than the National Party (18% against 
26.4%). This was despite the NF bussing 
in campaign workers from outside to swamp 
the ward, as the NF was determined to 
always defeat the National Party in such 
contests to drive the new party out of 
existence. This was a successful strategy, 
and National Party candidates seldom 
defeated NF ones. However in Deptford, 
the National Party adopted more 
sophisticated tactics. They canvassed 
extensively. While the NF activists banged 
out thousands of leaflets, the National 
Party workers got on the knocker. 

It is a fact that the NF rarely canvassed 
for votes — it relied on leaflets and the 
glamour of its name. It is also true to say 
that the more sophisticated tactical 
organisers left with the National Party. 
These were people who had experience 
with other main stream parties, or who 
were the young ‘radicals’ who appreciated 
the need for community politics. That was 
the tragedy of the National Party split — if 
all this know how and energy had stayed in 
the NF, who knows what might have been. 
The peak years of 1976 and 1977 would 
have been even more successful, and the 
nationalist cause may have broken through 
to the big time. 

The people involved in the split were 
not bad people — they were in many ways 
victims of an internal system that put 


temptation in their way. 

The wasted chance that was open to 
nationalism was not readily obvious at the 
time as, so far as the NF was concerned, 
they were doing very well thank you. For 
example in the Walsall North Parliamentary 
by-election in November 1976, the NF 
polled 7.3% and defeated the Liberals for 
the first time (although in local elections 
this had become commonplace). In this by- 
election the National Party only polled 
0.7%. In the City of London and 
Westminster South by-election inFebruary 
1977, the NF polled 5.2% (with National 
Party and New Britain Party splinter 
candidates getting 3.3% between them) 
while in March in Birmingham Stechford, 
the NF polled 8.2%. 

THE MISTAKE 

By the beginning of 1977 then, 
nationalism was able to consistently poll 
over 8% in parliamentary by-elections. 
Other initiatives were underway, with the 
setting up of the National Front 
Railwaymen’s Association and marches in 
support of British fishermen, in Fleetwood 
for example. The March Spearhead was a 
commemorative issue, marking the first 
ten years of the NF’s existence. Reading 
this issue is quite instructive to see where 
nationalism was now heading. While there 
were references to the polling successes in 
Leicester, more attention and space was 
given to glorifying the ‘Battle of Red Lion 
Square’. Alongside the sensible activities, 
there was still a powerful yeaning for what 
can only be described as aggro. Despite the 
rapid electoral progress and despite the 
rapidly expanding membership there was 
still a belief in the theory that nationalism 
could only triumph in a situation of major 
internal disorder. Red Lion Square was the 
only real example that such theorists could 
use at this stage, and so it was looked back 
on with considerable nostalgia. 

In May 1977 another round of local 


elections was held, and this year unlike 
1976, London was to be the focus, with the 
GLC elections. The NF fielded candidates 
in 91 out of 92 Parliamentary constituency 
sized divisions and polled a total of 119,000 
votes in London, an avenge of 5.3%. 
Highs of over 19% were polled in the East 
End. If other Nationalist candidates’ votes 
are added (22 of whom were from the now 
declining National Party) the total vote was 
128,299 and 5.7%. This was a considerable 
achievement, but hid a slight decline of the 
vote in Leicester (to around 12,000) and 
the West Midlands. In truth, the NF had 
stagnated, with candidates averaging 6% 
nationwide. The decline was partly due to 
a larger than ever number of candidates 
standing and so less concentrated work 
being able to be done. But also, the NF had 
not increased the sophistication of its 
campaigning technique, and still relied on 
mass leafleting — it can now be seen that the 
opportunity of 1976 had been missed. 

It is actually somewhat untrue to say 
that the NF had not changed its tactics, but 
the change went in the wrong direction. I 
have said that it was a fallacy that the NF 
had kicked its way into the headlines. The 
NF was a household word by early 1977, 
and there was certainly no need to start 
adopting such tactics now, but as said 
before there was this yearning for the ‘real 
stuff of nationalist politics’. The local 
elections provided an excellent opportunity 
for such tactics. Accordingly, in April, the 
NF held a march through Wood Green 
(known as the ‘Turnpike Lane’ march) to 
publicise its involvement in the GLC 
elections, and also to mark St Georges Day. 
Trouble was guaranteed as this was (and is 
even more so now) an area heavily populated 
by immigrants. Trouble there was, but 
only enough to wet the appetites of the ‘red 
blooded element’, those who need a shot of 
adrenalin through their system, and can 
only get it through the big event. 

TO BE CONTINUED... @ 


FOREIGN NEWS 


ALESSANDRA Mussolini, the Italian 
Nationalist pin-up politician and MP has 
quit Gianfranco Fini’s National Alliance 
and defected to the liberal-left 
Independent Caucus. 

The 34-year-old MP for Naples cited 
political differences with the N.A. for 
her departure. 

It has been erroneously reported in 
Spearhead magazine that her departure 

Patriot Spring 1997 


was because the N.A. had ‘gone soft’. In 
fact, Ms Mussolini, as she will no doubt 
want to be known, has joined the leftists 
because other support for feminism, 
abortion and homosexual issues! 


















TEASER 



‘SEARCHLIGHT* HATE QUIZ 


WELCOME TO WE SEARCHLIGHT HATE QUIZ. TO TEST YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF RACIAL HATRED AND ZIONIST INSPIRED 
SUBVERSION, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 


(c) Yitzhak Shamir? 


1) Who is best remembered as an opponent of vivisection 
and an abstemious vegetarian who loved children and 
animals? Was it: (a) Maurice Ludmer, former Searchlight 
editor?; (b) Adolf Hitler? or; (c) Karl Marx? 

2) Who wrote ‘The conquest of Algeria is an important 
and fortunate fact for the progress of civilisation. ’ Was it: 
(a) Charles de Gaulle?; (b) Frederick Engels? Or; c) 
Colonel Gaddafi? 

3) Which publication refers to Black separatist Louis 
Farrakhan as a worm, and to its political opponents as lice? 
Is it: (a) Spearhead ?; (b) The Truth At Last ? or; (c) 
Searchlight ? 

4) What fantasist claimed an attempt had been made to 
recruit him by the Bulgarian secret service? Was it: (a) 
Tony Malski?; (b) Walter Mitty? or; (c) Graeme Atkinson? 

5) A convicted arsonist, a self-confessed synagogue 
desecrator and an alcoholic have been associated with 
which magazine over the years: (a) Spearhead ?; (b) Green 
Anarchist ? or; (c) Searchlight ? 

6) Who said “I have never regarded the Chinese or 
Japanese as being inferior to ourselves. They belong to 
ancient civilisations, and I freely admit that their past 
history is superior to our own. ” Was it: (a) Ray Hill?; (b) 
Adolf Hitler? or; (c) Gerry Gable? 

7) Who is the most notorious war criminal of WWII still 
at large. Is it: (a) Martin Borman?; (b) Dr. Mengele? or; 


8) In January 1983, a well known political activist 
published a cartoon which upset the unregistered agents of 
the Israeli government who referred this individual to the 
Attorney General. Was this person: (a) The Dowager Lady 
Birdwood?; (b) Martin Webster? Or; (c) Ken Livingstone? 

9) Who wrote: “The enemies of the White Race operate 
on an international scale and will continue to dictate to us 
if we fight amongst ourselves.” Was it: (a) Charlie 
Sargent?; (b) Ray Edmunds? or; (c) Sonia Gable? 

10) In 1984, an obituary appeared in a political magazine 
for a sordid pimp, homosexual paedophile and thug. This 
vile creature was a friend of: (a) John Tyndall?; (b) Harvey 
Proctor? or; (c) Gerry Gable? 

11) Who wrote ‘This splendid territory [Turkey] has the 
misfortune to be inhabited by a conglomerate of different 
races and nationalities, of which it is hard to say which is 
the least fit for progress and civilisation. ’ Was it: (a) John 
Tyndall?; (b) Karl Marx? or; (c) Spiros the Greek? 

12) Which Jewish anti-fascist has been outspoken in his 
criticism of Israeli fascism? Is it: (a) Gerry Gable?; (b). 
Greville Janner? or; (c) Tony Greenstein? 

13) Who smeared a well-known Jewish anti-fascist as a self 
hating Jew for condemning Israeli atrocities? Was it: (a) 
Richard Edmonds?; (b) Julian Clarey? or; (c) Gerry 
Gable? 



1) Adolf Hitler. 

2) Frederick Engels, in Abd-el-Kader (January 22nd) 
Collected works, vol 6, page 423. 

3) Searchlight, naturally. Issue 158, page 5, ‘Farrakhan of 
Worms’ and issue 215, page 12, ‘The BNP, the political lice 
on the British democratic body...’ 

4) Graeme Atkinson, Searchlight’s European editor. 

5) Searchlight: Manny Carpel gaoled for 2Vi years in 1981; 
Ray Hill who made this admission in the News of the World 
in March 1984; Dave Roberts, Searchlight’s first ‘mole’. 

6) Adolf Hitler. 
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7) Yitzhak Shamir. 

8) Ken Livingstone. He published a cartoon of mass 
murderer Menachem Begin as a Nazi, and the Board of 
Deputies of ‘British’ Jews considered this an incitement to 
racial hatred. 

9) Sonia Gable nee Hochfelder. 

10) Gerry Gable. Who else? 

11) Karl Marx, in British Politics, April 7th, 1853. Collected 
works, vol 12, page 7. 

12) Tony Greenstein. 

13) Gerry Gable. He attacked Greenstein. 
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THE BATTLE OF THE NILE 

NELSON REMEMBERED BY Stephen Ward 


A dmiral Horatio Nelson 
nearly two hundred years 
after his death remains the 
country’s greatest and best 
remembered wartime hero. 
The late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries was a time of almost continual 
war. The threat to Britain was considerable. 
One thing and one thing alone stood between 
Britain and foreign invasion — the Royal 
Navy. Decades of expanding commerce 
had seen chartered companies like the East 
India Company expand the Empire, and 
the Royal Navy had grown in strength to 
protect it. The French Revolution and the 
wars that followed made Napoleon seem 
invincible... except at sea. 

That threat, however, grew greater after 
1796 when Spain joined in the war against 
Britain, when the combined Spanish/French 
fleet outnumbered and outgunned the Royal 
Navy. Invasion loomed. 

Successful battles against the Dutch and 
the Spanish at Camperdown and Cape St. 
Vincent saw this threat recede. Earlier 
actions had established Nelson’s talent for 
excellent leadership, astute tactical 
awareness and aggressive action. The battle 
against the Spanish took him into the thick 
of it. 

Nelson, serving under Rear Admiral 
John Jervis fought at the battle of Cape St. 
Vincent. His daring (and unauthorised) 
move — when he sailed across the Spanish 
line and was initially outnumbered seven- 
to-one, inflicted heavy damage on the 
Spanish van (front). The resulting melee 
led to the capture of four Spanish ships, two 
by Nelson in person, as he commanded 
boarding parties. This action singled him 
out and brought him promotion to Rear 
Admiral, as well as being made a Knight of 
the Bath. His promotion to Rear Admiral 
for the first time gave him command of a 
squadron, and glory beckoned! 

Napoleon, frustrated at his inability to 
invade Britain, decided to try for Egypt 
instead which would also threaten India. 
Preparations were made and on 11 May 
1798, the Egyptian invasion fleet sailed 
made up of 13 ships of the line (the most 
heavily gunned ships, akin to battleships); 
7 frigates (smaller, faster, more lightly 
armed ships, akin to destroyers) and nearly 
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300 transports. 

Nelson was given the job of destroying 
the French fleet! He flew his flag in 
Vanguard commanded by Sir Edward 
Berry, and his squadron consisted of Orion 
under Sir James Saumarez, the Alexander 
under Alexander Ball and two frigates with 
reinforcements to follow. What Nelson did 
not know, however, was the destination of 
the French fleet, and he was ordered not to 
let the French get to the west of him (thus 
endangering the blockade off Cadiz). Sailing 
off Italy, Nelson learned that Napoleon had 
taken Malta and moved on. But where? 
Nelson was convinced Bonopart had headed 
east. Taking a gamble, Nelson turned to the 
east, but his task was made harder by the 
two frigates heading back to Gibraltar 
convinced (wrongly) that Nelson would 
have to return there for repairs following a 
storm. Had he been wrong, disaster could 
have befallen the British force at Cadiz. As 
it turned out, Nelson got to Egypt two days 
before Napoleon on 29 June, but not finding 
him moved off even further to the ports of 
the Levant. Failing to find him there. 
Nelson backtracked to Sicily and took on 
supplies. 

Showing great courage, Nelson again 
turned his ships to the east and at last found 
the news he wanted from a captured French 
merchantman: Napoleon’s armada had been 
seen off Crete heading southeast. By 1 
August, Nelson was again off Alexandria 
looking at the French transports filling the 
harbour safe behind massed batteries of 
cannons. Interestingly enough, the French 
battlefleet was not there. The French battle 
squadron had not entered the harbour because 
Admiral Brueys believed the approach was 
too difficult for large ships, and he moored 
in nearby Aboukir Bay. The bay offered 
good natural defence because it was 
protected by shoals, but that said, the French 
were woefully unprofessional. They 
established a small battery out of range of 
their fleet on Aboukir island. While it was 
true that the prevailing onshore wind made 
any approach under sail hazardous, no 
provision was made for fighting at anchor. 
The ships were anchored by the bow only, 
without springs on their warps which would 
enable the ships to manoeuvre at anchor and 
bring their guns to bear. In addition, the 


guns were not at action stations, and many 
of the ship’s gun crews were ashore. 

When the French sighted the British 
squadron at about 4.00pm, Brueys 
transferred some of the frigate crews to the 
line ships and ordered the recall of men 
from ashore. He out-gunned Nelson’s 
thirteen 74s and a 50-gun ship, having nine 
74s stiffened by three 80s, and the immense 
L’Orient in the centre with 120 guns. 
Nelson’s squadron was not in battle 
formation, and Brueys thought himself 
momentarily safe from attack because he 
had the stronger force and perhaps because 
he thought it unlikely Nelson would risk his 
fleet making an attack into a bay on the 
leeward shore towards the end of day. 
Nevertheless, Brueys ordered each ship to 
run a cable to the ship next astern, and to put 
springs on the anchor hawse as a precaution 
against the British ships breaking his line 
and also to give his own ships firing 
manoeuverability. Few ships carried out 
his order. Brueys then complacently ordered 
the fleet to lay out an anchor to the south- 
southeastward so that they could swing to 
engage the British, which was done in time 
to fire on the advancing ships. 

Brueys evidently presumed that the only 
approach Nelson could take was into the 
opposite end of the bay and then along the 
line of soundings until the lead ship came 
up to engage his rear. In this way, the 
approach would expose the attacker to the 
minimum of fire. His heavier ships were 
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therefore stationed in the centre and rear. 

Nelson did not hesitate. He sailed for 
the attack even though the Alexander and 
Swiftsure were at a considerable distance 
from reconnaissance duties and the Culloden 
a great way off from having had a prize in 
tow. 

With this decision, Nelson’s dash and 
verve is particularly well displayed. The 
coast was unfamiliar, he was not at full 
strength and he had no frigates to lead the 
way and take depth soundings. It 
nevertheless typifies Nelson’s attitude that 
the bold stroke is the safest one. 

Nelson’s intention was to concentrate 
and overwhelm the enemy ’ s van and centre. 
The wind was blowing directly along their 
line. Nelson later wrote: “I was enabled to 
throw what force I pleased on a few ships. ” 

When Brueys saw the angle of attack, he 
ordered his brigs to try to lure Nelson’s 
ships onto the shoals but this ruse failed 

For the French line to be brought under 
continuous and effective gunfire, the British 
fleet had itself to anchor, and to do so by 
stern as well as bow to prevent the ships 
swinging and exposing bow and stern to 
raking fire. 

The British approach in line ahead, 
invited the French to rake their bows and 
bring down their masts. 

The first ship round the end of Aboukir 
shoal was the Goliath. The British sounded 
their way around the shallows (only 
Culloden went aground at about 6.30pm 
but was later refloated). Goliath passed the 
head of the line to engage the enemy from 
inshore. In passing, a broadside was put 
into the Le Guerrier , the van ship at about 
6.15p.m., half an hour before sun set. At 
such short distance, every shot struck home. 
Once on the enemy’s shore side, a welcome 


discovery was made. The French had not 
even loaded and run out their shore side 
guns! 

Goliath anchored midway between 
Spartiate and Conquerant and opened fire. 
Th t Zealous, following the Goliath likewise 
poured a broadside into the van ship and in 
less than a quarter of an hour ‘the ship was 
a perfect wreck, without a mast, or a 
broadside gun to fire.’ Zealous anchored 
alongside Le Guerrier , and three other 
British ships followed the example and a 
fifth passed between the first and second 
ships. 

Theseus drew up alongside Le Spartiate 
and Orion swung at anchor and opened fire 
with her starboard battery on Le Peuple 
Souverain. Nelson’s tactics always 
emphasised the importance of using 
overwhelming concentration of power to 
destroy enemy morale and gun-deck 

organisation. To do so bold measures __ 

were acceptable despite their danger. 

Vanguard was the first ship to stay 
on the bay side of the enemy and drew 
up on the other side of Le Spartiate. 

Bellerophon anchored alongside 
the \20-gun L’Orient, and was heavily 
battered for an hour before other 
ships came to her support. She was 
dismasted and wrecked, with 200 
officers and men killed or wounded. 
Majestic was another which took a 
heavy beating, this time from Le 
Tonnant. 

Sunset was at 6.44pm by which 
time there was so much gunsmoke 
about that it was almost impossible to 
tell how the battle was going. The 
British ships set night signals as pre¬ 
arranged and the firing continued. By 
now the frigate Serieuse was near to 


sinking and the 5 ships of the French van 
were being overpowered by 8 British 
vessels, but the French centre was holding 
its own and their rearguard (under 
Villeneuve) was intact although not 
contributing to the battle at all. By midnight 
the Swiftsure and Alexander passed safely 
to seaward of the stranded Culloden. 
Leander had been attempting to help 
Culloden float off the shoal, but now joined 
the arrivals. Together, the three made for 
L’Orient. Alexander anchored inside the 
enemy line, and as Bellerophon drifted 
away from the area after her unequal fight 
with L’Orient, Swiftsure took her place 
sandwiching L ' Orient between herself and 
Alexander. 

At 9.00pm the Peuple Souverain cut her 
cables and drifted south out of the line and 
Leander moved into her place and anchored 
so as to rake both Franklin and L’Orient 


FRENCH LINE OF BATTLE 


BATTLE OF THE NILE. I AUGUST 1798 


BRITISH <^> * 

FRENCH t£}> «$> 



Ships 


Guns 

Le Guerrier 

Captain Trullet, snr. 

74 

Le Conquerant Captain Dalbarade 

74 

Le Spartiate 

Captain Emereau 

74 

L’Aquilon 

Captain Thevenard 

74 

Le Peuple Souverain Captain Raccord 

74 

Le Franklin 

Admiral Blanquet, 



Captain Gillet 

80 

L’Orient 

Admiral Brueys, C-in-C, 



Captain Casabianca 

120 

Le Tonnant 

Captain Dupetit-Thouars 

80 

L’Heureux 

Captain Etienne 

74 

Le Timoleon 

Captain Trullet, jnr 

74 

Le Mercure 

Captain Cambon 

74 

Le Guillaume Tell Admiral Villeneuve, 



Captain Saulnier 

80 

Le Genereux 

Captain Le Joille 

74 

Frigates 



La Diane 

Admiral Decris, Captain Soleil 48 

La Justice 

Captain Villeneuve, 

44 

L’Artemise 

Captain Estandlet 

36 

La Serieuse 

Captain Martin 

36 


Total 1,190 

ENGLISH LINE OF BATTLE 


Ships 


Guns 

Culloden 

T Troubridge, Captain 

74 

Theseus 

R W Miller, Captain 

74 

Alexander 

Alex J Ball, Captain 

74 

Vanguard 

Rear-Admiral Sir Horatio Nelson KB, 74 


Edward Berry, Captain 


Minotaur 

Thomas Louis, Captain 

74 

Leander 

TB Thompson, Captain 

74 

Swiftsure 

B Hallowell, Captain 

74 

Audacious 

David Gould, Captain 

74 

Defence 

John Peyton, Captain 

74 

Zealous 

Samuel Hood, Captain 

74 

Orion 

Sir James Saumarez, Captain 

74 

Goliath 

Thomas Foley, Captain 

74 

Majestic 

G B Westcott, Captain 

74 

Bellerophon Henry D E Darby, Captain 

74 


La Mutine, 
Brig 


30 


Total 1,012 
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Le Guillaume Tell escaped the rout of the Nile only to be run to ground and 

captured not long after. 


with her fire. By this time the French van 
had struck their colours and at 10.30pm 
L’Orient, which had been on fire since 8 
o’clock, blew up; only about 100 men 
managed to escape, Brueys having been 
killed prior to this event. Every gun on 
every ship stopped firing at the sight. After 
the lull, it was clear that the battle was all 
but over. At 11.15pm Tonnant and Franklin 
struck their colours, by which time most of 
the French rearguard had cut their cables 
and drifted south away from the battle. 
Those British ships opposite the defeated 
French van now also let themselves drift 
south to engage new targets. From about 
3.00am to 5.00am on 2 August there was a 
tacit ceasefire and then fighting was 
renewed. At 9.00am the frigate Artemise 
blew up and at midday Villeneuve finally 
set sail with Guillaume Tell , Genereux and 
Timoleon , although this latter ship then ran 
aground and was burned by her crew in a 
dash for the sea which included a frigate. 

Nelson himself was amongst the 
wounded, and for a time believed himself 
dying. Upon recovery he wrote his famous 
dispatch while the sounds of battle were 
still loud: ‘Almighty God has blessed his 
Majesty’s arms in the late battle, by a great 
victory over the fleet of the enemy, whom 
I attacked at sun set on the 1 st of August off 
the mouth of the Nile... Had it pleased God 
that I had not been wounded and stone 
blind, there cannot be a doubt but that every 


ship would have been in our possession. 
But here let it not be supposed, that any 
Officer is to blame. No; on my honour, I 
am satisfied each did his very best.’ 

In reply to Earl Howe’s congratulations. 
Nelson wrote: ‘I have the happiness to 
command a Band of Brothers; therefore 
night was my advantage. Each knew his 
duty, and I was sure each would feel for a 
French ship.’ 

French losses in the battle were grievous: 
11 ships of the line, 7 of which had been 
captured; 2 frigates and many other vessels; 
they also had 1,700 dead, 1,500 wounded 


(of which 1,000 were captured) as well as 
2,000 taken prisoner. Nelson had all the 
prisoners put ashore. 

British losses were 218 dead and 678 
wounded, most of the casualties occurring 
on those ships which fought the French 
from the deep water side where most of the 
French guns were ready for action. 

Just as England rejoiced, Napoleon 
fumed. His entire army in Egypt had 
effectively been cut off leaving the French 
in considerable confusion. 

This stunning success for Nelson 
elevated him to a position where, in time, 
he would command an even mightier fleet 
assuring himself of an even bigger victory 
and greater glory — the immortality of a 
man whose deeds live forever in the hearts 
of his countrymen. (0 
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media don’t want you to know; Plus 
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the BNP. Sample copy 76p, post free. 

Spearhead is Britain’s longest 
running nationalist magazine. Read 
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THE UNITED NATIONS— 

A NATIONALIST POLICY STANCE BY Tony Lecomber 


C urrently, BNP policy on the 
United Nations is that of 
withdrawal. The United 
Nations is primarily viewed 
as a threat to British ind¬ 
ependence, a drain on resources and an 
unwelcome commitment of British troops to 
police regional disputes which are not our 
own. Lastly, the United Nations is seen as a 
hopelessly weak organisation, a laughing 
stock to be rejected and disassociated from. 

The first three arguments have been 
commonplace within Nationalism for 
decades. The red menace, conspiracy theories 
and regular spy stories centring on the UN 
mostly in the 1960s and 1970s merely 
confirmed the view. Today, the UN 
conspiracy theorists have mostly dropped 
out of sight. Conspiracies certainly do exist 
and a look at the hidden drive towards a 
super state within the EU is one that is more 
and more exposed. 

The last argument, that of the UN being 
weak (the view of the common man) is quite 
widespread amongst all classes and political 
divides. Where, after all, was the UN when 
China invaded Tibet? Or when the Soviets 
invaded Hungary? Or indeed, Afghanistan? 

This last view, that of the UN being weak 
in the face of large power aggression is, 
however, a mistaken one. And (tied up with 
that last point) so too is the argument that 
the UN is a threat to British independence as 
will be shown. 

To understand the UN, an understanding 
must be had of its formation and the historical 
setting which accompanied its foundation. 

The United Nations was created in 1945 
“to save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war,” and it represents a forum 
for all nations to resolve their differences by 
consultation and direct communication. To 
enable it to work towards 
this goal the UN is equipped 
with six organs: The General 
Assembly, the Security 
Council, the Economic and 
Social Council, the 
Trusteeship council, the 
International Court of Justice 
and the Secretariat. 

The General Assembly 
consists of representatives of 
every member state and meets 
from September through to 
December in any given year 
and in special session at times 
of crisis — called by the 
Security Council on the vote 
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of any nine members or a majority of UN 
members. Decisions of the Assembly have 
no binding legal force on governments but 
do carry the weight of ‘world opinion’. 

The major organ, however, is the Security 
Council which is also the principal decision 
maker. Unlike the General Assembly, the 
Security Council functions at all times. 

Any UN member may be expelled from 
the UN by a Security Council recomm¬ 
endation, subject to veto. 

The Security Council recommends to the 
General Assembly the appointment of 
General Secretary, again subject to veto. 

Under article 25 of the UN charter, member 
states are obliged to implement and enforce 
decisions adopted by the Security Council. 

The Security Council consists of the five 
Major Powers as permanent members: Russia 
(formerly the Soviet Union), China, France, 
the United Kingdom and the USA, and also 
of ten non-permanent members elected every 
two years broadly reflecting world regions. 
As of last year at least, these were: Botswana, 
Germany, Honduras, Indonesia, Italy, Chile, 
Egypt, Guinea, Poland and S. Korea. 

At its formation in San Francisco by the 54 
founding nations, it was agreed that any 
decision taken by the Security Council of any 
substance needed the approval of all five 
Major Powers (this is 1945 we are talking 
about here). A veto rule was thus included 
requiring unanimity in any decision. Any 
single major power could then block any 
decision that went against its interests. At 
root, the argument of the UN being weak 
against large power aggression — that is 
against the five permanent Security Council 
members is a non-argument because the UN 
was never intended to be otherwise! It is for 
this reason that the UN has been ‘powerless’ 
in the face of Chinese, Soviet and American 
aggression. Importantly, this 
principle also extends to 
Britain. And so for the very 
same reason, and by virtue 
of the veto, there is no threat 
to British independence by 
the UN. Britain can block 
anything it doesn’t like, it is 
as simple as that. 

Of course, the veto doesn’t 
stop any nation taking any 
unilateral action it likes, 
declaring war for example. 
The point is, however, that 
such an action would have to 
be seen for what it is — naked 
aggression stripped of any 


moral pretense that the UN cloak might give 
it. 

The right of veto, however, also went with 
responsibility such as sending troops to 
trouble spots, although it may be observed 
that some, like China, send less than others 
and could be emulated. 

The principle of unanimity (it was never 
referred to as a veto) was consistent with the 
political and military realities of the time, 
and was a valid concept in the recognition 
of unequal powers. It was also a necessary 
condition of the UN in the first place, as it 
was demanded by the five major powers at 
its formation! In addition, the UN would 
breakdown if enforcement was taken against 
any of the five Major Powers. The veto 
ensured that this could not happen. 

Stalin wanted the principle of unanimity 
to prevent a recurrence of the USSR’s 
expulsion from the League of Nations during 
the Russo-Finnish war, while the Chinese 
felt that unanimity, though not egalitarian, 
provided the only feasible way of ensuring 
tough action in times of crisis. Again, it is 
implicit from the principle of ‘unanimity’ 
that such action should not be against a 
permanent Security Council member. 

Up to 1990, the total number of issues on 
which the veto had been used was 67, with 
the total number of vetoes 279. The USSR 
has used the veto 124 times, the USA 82 
times, the UK 33, China 22, and France 18 
times. Vetoes on membership (no longer 
such a contentious issue since most of the 
world is in) showed vetoes against: Italy (6); 
Austria (3); Finland(3); Ireland (4); Spain 
(1); Portugal (4); while others have included 
Angola, Mauritania, Bangladesh, Cambodia, 
Sri Lanka, Japan, North & South Korea, 
Laos, Mongolia, Nepal, North and South 
Vietnam, Kuwait, Libya and Jordan. 

At the end of last year, the USA vetoed the 
reappointment of Boutros Boutros-Ghali as 
General Secretary (Ghali’s five year term 
ended on December 31st 1996). The 
backdrop to this story is that the USA wants 
a cut in UN bureaucracy and has withheld 
over $1 billion in UN membership dues in 
protest at the lack of restraint on UN 
spending — which Boutros-Ghali was 
expected to control. As a matter of interest, 
the veto has been used over 43 times against 
the appointment of a General Secretary. The 
new General Secretary, Kofi Annan was 
initially also vetoed by France, which saw 
him as an American stooge. 

If any reader can remember a UK veto at 
all, it is probably in connection with the 

Patriot Spring 1997 



KOFI ANNAN: 

UN General Secretary 















POLICY 



Falkland Islands. 

As we all know, the Falkland Islands were 
invaded by Argentina on the 2nd of April 
1982. Following that invasion, an outstanding 
feat of British arms restored them to British 
rule just several months later. 

The UK veto on the Falklands came after 
UN resolutions 502 (3-4-82) and 505(26-5- 
82) had been passed calling for a cease-fire, a 
halt to military movement and withdrawal of 
aggressive troops. Argentina ignored both 
resolutions, but no UN enforcement action 
was initiated by Britain because of a certain 
veto in the Security Council. 

On June 4th 1982, the question of the 
Falkland Islands was again raised this time by 
Panama and Spain on behalf of Argentina 
which was presented with the imminent 
prospect of a powerful British task force 
retaking the Islands. Argentina desperately 
needed a cease-fire to preserve the status 
quo, in which its troops held de facto 
sovereignty over the Islands. 

The draft resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Reaffirming its resolutions 502 (1982) and 
505 (1982) and the need for implementation 
of all parts thereof, 

1. Requests the parties to dispute to cease-fire 
immediately in the region of the Falkland 
islands (Islas Malvinas) and to initiate, 
simultaneously with the cease-fire, the 
implementation of resolutions 502 (1982) and 
505 (1982) intheir entirety; 

2. Authorises the Secretary General to use 
such means as deemed necessary to verify 
compliance with the present resolution; 

3. Requests the Secretary General to submit 
an interim report to the Security Council 
within seventy-two hours and to keep the 
Council informed concerning the 
implementation of the present resolution. 

The UK representative vetoed the resolution, 
as did the USA. The UK representative said in 
explanation that had Argentina obeyed 
resolution 502 and immediately withdrawn its 
forces, the crisis would have been over. 
Furthermore, there was no direct link in the 
resolution between a cease-fire and Argentine 
withdrawal within a fixed time limit. This 
would, he said,leave Argentina in illegal 
occupation of parts of the Islands. 

THREAT TO AVOID 

The following is a particularly salutary 
lesson. Article 39 of the UN charter says: 
The Security Council shall determine the 
existence of any threat to the peace, breach of 
the peace, or act of aggression and shall 
make recommendations, or decide what 
measures shall be taken in accordance wit 
harticles 41 and 42 [which include blockade 
by air, sea, road, rail, postal and radio 
(article 41) and of military force (article 42)], 
to maintain or restoreintemational peace and 
security. 

Article 39 and the follow throughs of 
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articles 41 (currently being used against 
Libya) and 42 are clearly serious threats 
aimed at any given country. 

On April 9th 1946, Pbland requested the 
Security ouncil to place on its agenda the 
existence and activities of the Franco regime 
in Spain. The draft stated that unless the 
Franco regime was withdrawn, diplomatic 
relations with the Franco regime be terminated 
by each UN member. The USSR vetoed this 
resolution because it wasn't strong enough. 
The Soviets wanted articles 39 and 41 applied. 
Further wrangling proved inconclusive before 
the Cold War led to Western support for 
Franco and Spain. Spain was admitted to 
membership in 1955. Had not the Cold War 
intervened, or had Spain been seen as a major 
world menace by all sides of the iron curtain, 
the outcome could have been very different. 
Spain would have been under blockade. Not 
just by the aggressive powers which moved for 
such an action, but by all the members of the 
General Assembly who would have been 
required to support it. Spain would have been 
brought to its knees. What after all could it 
have done? It is one thing to wage war against 
an aggressor, or even a coalition. It is quite 
another thing to wage war on the rest of the 
world, or even force the rest of the world to 
trade with you. That is the power of the UN. 
It is in action today against Libya and Serbia 
and both countries despite their bravado wish 
it were not! 

A final example of the veto will suffice as 
an expression of national self interest. In this 
case, that of the Soviets. On the 27th of 
October 1956 France, the UK, and the USA 
addressed a letter to the Secretary General 
referring to Soviet forces in Hungary 
crushing the peoples uprising against an 
unpopular imposed tyranny. The powers 
suggested the situation in Hungary be 
included in the Security Council agenda. 


At the Security Council, a US resolution 
deplored Soviet armed intervention in 
Hungary and noted the Hungarian 
government's wish for instant and immediate 
withdrawal of Soviet forces and called upon 
the USSR to withdraw. 

The Soviet Union criticised the resolution 
as a device to divert attention from the Suez 
canal, where Israel with Anglo-French 
connivance attacked Egypt to allow Britain 
and France to intervene and reclaim the canal 
from Egypt's president Nasser, hi addition 
the Soviet representative claimed the 
resolution was a gross interference in 
Hungarian internal affairs! 

He said Soviet forces stationed in Hungary 
were there in accordance with the Warsaw 
Pact for mutual defence. Soviet forces were to 
that end helping Hungary eradicate counter¬ 
revolutionary forces and restoring order. 

The double speak, distortion of fact and 
ability to stand an argument on its head may 
be breathtaking, but the situation at the UN 
is clear. The nations are playing at power 
politics and the UN is its forum. Permanent 
membership of the Security Council is a 
strong hand. It would be folly to give up such 
a position, and it is for this reason that 
Britain should not withdraw from it. Such a 
move would, at a stroke, reduce Britain to 
being an outsider just a step away from 
pariah status. It would be madness. This is 
not to say, that the UN should be used as a 
prop for a weak UK. The example of the 
Falkland conflict shown earlier is a salutary 
lesson on the realities of a dangerous world. 
The point is that the UN is merely another 
arena, which by virtue of the veto, the UK 
has a strong hand. Why throw in a such a 
strong hand? Such a move would be exactly 
what Britain s enemies would want as they 
sought to isolate our country and make it 
vulnerable. 0 
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THE AWFUL CONFUSION ABOUT 
THE CREATION OF MONEY 

BY Michael Newland BA(Hons) MA 


Editors note. The Awful confusion about 
the creation of money will no doubt prove 
controversial as it challenges a central 
tenet of nationalist financial theory. When 
I first encountered nationalism and started 
to read the literature, the topic most 
impressively handled for me — apart from 
race — was economic and industrial policy. 
In the following article, Mike Newland 
dispels the myth of money creation. Aside 
from this one point, nationalist (and BNP) 
economic policy still holds good. It should 
also be noted that the letters MA after 
Mike's name denote a Master's degree in 
the field of economics, and although this 
can be derided as ‘kosher' economics, what 
cannot be ignored is the central point Mike 
makes: High Street banks do not lend money 
they haven't got. The only bank that 
‘creates' money is the Bank of England: by 
printing notes by government order. It is 
also able to borrow money in its own right. 

British economist recently 
described how he became a 
leading adviser on economic 
affairs to the newly installed 
government of Harold 
Wilson in 1964. His office overlooked the 
House of Commons, and enjoyed the benefit 
of a balcony. From this balcony, he ruefully 
admitted, he had fantasised about greeting 
the waving crowds, who would congratulate 
him and his colleagues on a massive burst of 
economic growth and prosperity brought 
about by their skilful management. All the 
economic ills of the past years would give 



CREDIT CARD: 
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way in the face of new economic insights 
which would be applied to Britain. 

In that heady time of the ‘white heat of 
the revolution’, which Harold Wilson 
promised, it seemed that magic solutions to 
the management of economies were 
available. ‘Magic bullets’ had proliferated 
in medicine during the postwar period — 
why not in economics too? 

Reality soon bore in. During the 
following years, employment and inflation 
climbed steadily. There were, after all, no 
easy answers to problems which seem 
miniscule by today’s standards, or at least 
none which were politically practical at the 
time. The period was, in fact, a near golden 
age compared to our present condition! 

If professional economists can be 
mistaken into believing in magic solutions, 
there is every excuse for those untrained in 
economics to hold inflated expectations. 
Nothing has caused greater difficulty among 
nationalists in discussing the economy — 
and indeed many others of a radical 
viewpoint — than mistaken beliefs about 
the creation of money. This is not to say 
that there are no answers to economic 
problems — merely that they are complex, 
and involve a balance of advantage and 
disadvantage. 

There is still a widely held view that 
bankers create money out of nothing, by a 
process of near forgery, and then enjoy fat 
salaries by charging interest on it! If this 
conspiracy against the laity could only be 
stopped, it is said, the entire burden of 
interest payments upon business, and upon 
government borrowings, could be removed 
at a stroke — with only the proverbial fat 
bankers being the losers. Like our now 
rueful economist believed in 1964, a ‘magic 
bullet’ revivifying the economy needs only 
to be employed, and most of our difficulties 
would disappear. 

What has created a misperception about 
the creation of money is what economists 
call a ‘fallacy of composition’ — the belief 
that what applies to a whole economy must 
apply to an individual person or agency. 



HIGH STREET BANKS: 

Not giving out money they haven’t got 

The banking system does indeed create 
money out of nothing — as a whole — but 
individual private banks do not.’ The 
exception is, of course, the Bank of England, 
which can indeed simply print cash. 

The perplexing result occurs in this 
way:- 

When the Bank of England issues new 
banknotes — let us say by way of example 
£100 — and injects it into circulation, the 
following happens. Let us suppose that 
Denis, a turnspit by trade, finds the 100 
quid in folding fall into his blackened 
palm, and decides to pay it into his bank. 

Now bankers know that most people do 
not want much of the money they hold in 
bank accounts in actual cash at any one 
time. Maybe 20%. When Denis pays in his 
£100 at his local branch, it unlikely he will 
ask for more than £20 back again in coins 
and notes — the ‘fractional reserve’. So the 
banks are generally safe in lending out most 
of the money deposited to someone other 
than the depositor — and charging them 
interest. They are not lending out money 
they have invented. If they lend £80 of 
Denis ’ s cash, it is real money he could have 
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spent, but decided to save. 

If the bank finds that it is in trouble, 
with customers rushing in demanding 
everything in cash, they can always borrow 
from the Bank of England, which does not 
generally wish to see banks going under, 
because of its effects on confidence 
generally. Every banker knows the dreadful 
story of the Austrian Creditanstalt Bank, 
which went bust in 1931, and set off a chain 
of other banking failures. Ten thousand 
banks in the US alone followed it into the 
oblivion of the Great Depression. 

Now we reach the clever bit. Suppose 
Larry, a personage of good repute — or so 
Denis’s bank hopes — borrows the latter’s 
£80 and spends it on double glazing. There 
are a lot of banks, and it is likely that 
whoever next finds the £80 come into his 
hands will deposit it at a different bank. 
That bank in turn will lend 80% of Larry’s 
money out again — £64. And so on around 
a chain of lending banks and borrowers. 

The end result is an amount of money in 
circulation of (mathematically) five times 
the original £100 which Denis paid in over 
the counter — £500. No single bank, 
however, has done more than lend out more 
than a part of the actual cash deposited. 

Now you may well object that the banks 
are growing fat by charging interest on the 
loans to Larry, and other borrowers, and it 
is true that are enjoying an income in this 
way. However, much of the money paid in 
to them is placed in deposit accounts on 
which they have to pay interest themselves, 
at a slightly lower rate than they charge to 
borrowers. The difference pays for running 
the branches, and bank clerks have to eat! 

Many people, of course, receive no 
interest on cash in their current accounts, 
but they often get the services for nothing 
in return these days, with a crisp statement 
through the letter box from time to time. 
The banks also have to deal with paying out 
lenders like Denis, if the loans they make 
turn out to be to men of straw. Denis does 
not expect the bank to tell him it has lost the 
money in his current account. 

One must not omit to mention the 
occasional introduction of local moneys, as 
in the case of the Guernsey Experiment, or 
local private money schemes in which people 
join an association within which their 
services may be bartered for some form of 
club chit which they can spend on purchases 
from a selection of other members. 

An adequate discussion of why such 
schemes may be useful would need to cover 
why money exists at all, and would require 
another article. The point is that barter is 
highly inconvenient, and people tend to 
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trade only if they 
can obtain 
something 
exchangeable 
for a range of 
articles chosen at 
some later date 
— what we call 
money being the 
medium which 
fulfills this 
requirement. 

Where there 
is a shortage of 
such a medium 
trade tends to 
collapse. The gap may be filled by 
government feeding into circulation more 
of the national money. Local private moneys 
employ the same principle. A good story 
appeared some years ago in the US Journal 
of Money, Credit and Banking called ‘The 
Great Capitol Hill Baby-Sitting Co-op 
Crisis’. Unhappily, not enough baby-sitting 
coupons were issued by a co-op when it 
started up. Everyone tried to hang on to 
their small supply ready for emergencies. 
Thus no one would spend their money, and 
no one else could ‘earn’. Distributing more 
coupons solved the problem. 

The banks then have created money — as 
a whole — and why should we let them do 
it? The Bank of England could create all the 
money themselves, and insist that banks 
don’t lend at all. Who then would lend? 

One hopes that readers appreciate that 
there is a genuine need to allow people to 
borrow. Businesses, house purchasers, and 
so on would be in difficulty if only those 
with inherited money could buy a home, or 
exploit a good idea in the marketplace. The 
Bank of England could set up a chain of 


local branches, and lend money, but would 
a state monopoly do the job better than 
commercial banks? 

A National Investment Bank, with 
branches everywhere, might be very 
desirable. However, all would depend on 
how it was run, and whether the dead hand 
of civil servants would force it in the same 
direction as the big commercial banks — or 
worse. 

Is there then nothing wrong with the 
commercial banks? 

Yes, plenty! Short-sightedness, often 
lending massively to fuel speculative 
bubbles, and sending small firms to the 
wall after pressing loans on them they could 
not afford — there is plenty of room for 
change. Above all, the banks hold the purse 
strings, and decide who can borrow. This is 
the real ‘money-power’. It may also be 
argued that they make too much profit. The 
‘big four’ alone made about £9 billion in 
profits during 1995. 

One accusation is not, however, borne 
out. The banks do not forge money and 
then charge interest on it. @ 


A3 POSTERS 

As promised in British Nationalist, the party has produced the first four of a set of 
large A3 posters — two in black & white and two in colour, and more are to be 
produced later in the year. 

The posters are all based upon original artwork by the BNP artist who supplies 
BN with its poster series. Readers may notice that the two black & white posters both 
featured in BA last year. 

Prices are as follows:- COLOUR POSTERS are £4.00 each post free. BLACK 
& WHITE POSTERS are £2.50 each post free. 

Branch discounts are as follows:- For any mix of colour posters, £1.50 each plus 
post. For any mix of Black and White posters, 80p each plus post. Both discounts 
apply to orders of 20 or more. 

Posters are easily sold at meetings etc. and so no hard work for branches is 
involved in selling them. And with discounts like these, branches should make a tidy 
profit! 

Send cheques/P.O.s with order to:- BNP PO Box 1032, Ilford, Essex IG1 1DY 
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